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“THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND 
TRAINING FARMS, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 





On the fine Seaside Estate of the College (2,000 acres), in a splendid 
Climate, STUDENTS have unique opportunities of receiving Training, 
practical and theoretical, which will fit them for a career abroad or 
at home. 

Full information from the Drercror at above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrry Jounson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED, 














SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £115,000. 

FipEtiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE, TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C, 

HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on a) ion to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATI ON AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 





1836. 





FUNDS - 2 
INCOME £ 390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £ 11,700,000 


- £ 3,000,000 





I'HE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrruovr Prorrrts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


Age | Premium 


Age | Premium Age | Premium 
20 | £17 8%, 


30 | £1 16 %/,| 40 | £2 10%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 








Duration | 10 yrs. ; 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 


_Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | 1,724 £2,067 | 





Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Ir 1s unpDERSTOOoD that Mr. Justice Byrne will take the 
company winding-up business on Thursday in each week during 
the Milary Sittings, commencing with Thursday, the 16th of 
January. 


Tu vEw Rules of the Supreme Oourt which we published last 
week (ante, p. 134), and which come into operation on the 11th 
of January next, are practically identical, so far as taxation of 
costs is concerned, with the draft rules which were published in 
August. We propose to consider their effect more in detail 
subsequently, but it may be pointed out that they will introduce 
considerable changes both of administration and of principle, 
The administrative change consists in the amalgamation of the 
various taxing offices by the transfer to the Central Office of the 
Chancery Taxing Office, the Bankruptcy Taxing Office, the 
Taxing Department in Lunacy, and the Taxing Department 
in Winding up. It is, however, only with regard to the 
Chancery Division that the will be effected on the 
llth of January. The dates for the transfer of the other 
offices are to be fixed hereafter. Under a rule which is sub- 
stituted for R. 8. C., ord. 65, r. 18, the Lord Chancellor may 
give special directions as to the taxation of costs in particular 
classes of business, but subject to this the taxing-masters will 
themselves determine how the business is to be regulated and 
distributed. In pursuance of this power, regulations have been 
already issued, and we print them elsewhere. It will be seen 
that they make careful provision for speedy taxation by the 
sitting master in urgent cases, but ordinarily taxations will be 
referred by the sitting master to the masters in rotation. 








As rEGARDs the principle upon which taxations are to be 
conducted, an im t alteration is made by the new regula- 
tion 29 of ord. 65, r. 27. This provides that on every taxation 
the taxing master shall allow all costs which appear to him to 
have been necessary or proper for the attainment of justice or 
for defending the rights of any party, but costs which have 
been incurred “through over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or 
by payment of special fees to counsel, or special charges or 
expenses to witnesses or other persons, or by other unusual 
expenses’ are to be disallowed, save as against the party who 
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incurred the same. To a considerable extent the language 
follows that of the repealed rule, but the form of the rule 
has -been changed from negative to positive, and it now 
contains an express direction to the taxing master to allow 
all necessary or proper costs. There is no express intims- 
tion that the difference between solicitor and client and party 
and party costs is to be abolished, and for some purposes it is 
clear the distinction will continue. The new rule contemplates 
that there may be costs which cannot be recovered from the 
opposite party, but yet must be paid by the client to the solicitor. 


But in ordinary cases taxation under the new rules should give | P® 


the winning party all the costs which he has incurred; in other 
words, it appears to be designed to carry out the principle that 
A td to whom costs are awarded should receive thereby an 
indemnity against all his expenses, and should not have the 
amount of his judgment diminished by the costs which he has 
to. pay to his solicitor, and which he cannot recover from his 


opponent. 


Tue nEw rules make an addition of some importance to the 
facilities for recovering land against a tenant. Under ord. 3, r. 
6(f), the writ in an action for the recovery of land can be 
spedially indorsed when the action is brought by a landlord 
against a tenant ‘‘whose term has expired or has been duly 
determined by notice to quit.” This is a continuation of the 
earlier provisions contained in 1 Geo. 4, c. 81, s. 1, and in section 
213 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and under those 
enactments it was held that the relief must be strictly confined 
to the cases specified. It was not available, therefore, where a 
term had been determined by surrender (Doe v. Ros, 2 B. 
& Ad. 922) or by forfeiture (Doe v. Sharply, 15 M. & 
W. 558). And the same construction was put upon ord. 
8, xr. 6, in Arden v. Boyce (42 W. R. 354; 1894, 1 Q. B. 
796). In that case the lease contained a proviso that if 
the rent should be in arrear, the lessor might forthwith 
determine the term by notice to quit. The rent was in arrear 
and notice to quit was given. It was held, however, that the 
claim to possession was substantially based on forfeiture, and 
that the premises could not be recovered upon a specially 
indorsed writ. In general, no doubt, Pe 2 wel depends 
mpon circumstances which are not the proper subject of 
summary proceedings; but an exception may well be made 
where the forfeiture is incurred by non-payment of rent, 
and one of the new rules accordingly incorporates this case 
in ord. 3, r. 6 (f), by adding words which enable the writ 
to be specially indorsed where the term has become liable 
to forfeiture for non-payment of rent. The tenant’s statuto: 
right to relief, however, is protected by a further rule whic 
enables him, where judgment has been obtained under order 14, 
7 ter 9 ma same relief as if the judgment had been given 








Bzrorz THE next number of this journal reaches the hands 
of our readers, several important Acts of Parliament will have 
come into operation; and no doubt prosecutions under some of 
them will very soon follow and will be very numerous. The 
first of these requiring notice is the Larceny Act, 1901. This, 
it may be hoped, removes for ever from our criminal law the 
most serious blot upon its reputation. Under the law as it 
exists at present, many a person who misappropriates property 
entrusted to him for some purpose entirely escapes punishment ; 
sometimes because there were no directions given him in writing 
as to the application of money ; sometimes because he did not 
receive the property in the character of a banker, merchant, 
broker, attorney, or other agent ¢usdem generis; and sometimes 
because it was money, and not a cheque or other security, which 
was entrusted to him. It was this state of the law which caused 
Wuzs, J., to say, in Re Bellencontre (39 W. R. 381; 1891, 2 
Q. B, 122), ‘I cannot help saying that I share a certain feeling 
of humiliation, which my learned brother [Cavz, J.] has ex- 

when one is obliged to confess formally to a neighbour- 
ing country that a great part of the atrocious things which have 
begn done by this man are not punishable by English law. 1t does 
seom an extraordinary thing thataman, pacpaietet with money 
by other People for investment, should beable to put itinto his own 
pocket fraudulently and dishonestly, and yet commit no crime 





punishable by English law.” Under the new Act those why 
misappropriate other ple’s money will find it difficuk 
escape punishment in the way so many have done in the past, 













Tux Yoururut Offenders Act, 1901, makes some changes in th 
law which will probably prove extremely useful. It introdugy 
a new feature into our law by giving a court of summary jury 
diction power to order the parent of the youthful offender ty 
pay any fine, damages, or costs imposed upon a child or 
rson, whenever the court is satisfied that such parent hy 
conduced to the commission of the offence by wilful default » 
by habitually neglecting to exercise due care of him. It aly 
empowers the court to order the parent to give security fy 
the future good conduct of his child. As a majority ¢ 
the crimes committed by the young are probably due to by 
bringing up, these provisions ought to have a most sal 
effect. The Act empowers magistrates, in remandigg 
a youthful offender or committing him for trial, to give hig 
into the custody of some fit person, instead of i 
him to prison. The Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, is m 
doubt the most important piece of legislation of the first year 
King Edward VII. It consolidates the law on the subject an 
makes some amendments. The Act contains 163 sections ani 
seven schedules, and to give any kind of summary of the varioy 
offences which may be dealt with under its provisions would fil 
asmall volume. The Intoxicating Liquors (Sale to Children) 
Act, 1901, repeals the Act of 1886 of the same title. It gom 
much further than the earlier Act, and increases both the age of thy 
children protected and the amount of the D may / for an offent, 
This Act forbids a licensed person to sell or deliver, excepts 


‘the residence or working-place of the purchaser, any deseriptia 


of intoxicating liquor to any person under fourteen years of ag 
for consumption by any person either on or off the preming 
An exception is made in the case of liquors sold or deliveredia 
corked and sealed vessels in quantities not less than one pint fe 
consumption off the premises. Any person who sends a chill 
under fourteen to licensed premises to fetch liquor, excepty 
allowed, is also made liable to punishment. It remains toh 
seen how far this will stop the universal custom amongst the 
working classes of sending children to the public-house for bee, 
There does not seem to be ~<———e to prevent a parent sending 
achild with an empty bottle, instead of a jug, provided t 
publican, after filling the bottle, corks it and puts a bit of war, 
or a piece of gummed paper, across the cork, It is to be hopei, 
however, that the inconvenience which will be caused to magy 
— working people by this Act will be compensated y 
real advantage tothe children. 





In THE CASE of Surtees v. Woodhouse, on the 21st inst, 
Watton, J., had to consider the liability of a lessee under’ 
covenant ito pay outgoings, &c., to bear the cost apportioned 
the demised premises of certain private street improvemell 
works under the Private Streets Works Act, 1892, execute 
by the local authority. The plaintiff was bound by a covenstl 
with the superior lessor to “‘pay and bear all present and futan 
rates, taxes, duties, assessments, and outgoings charged ‘a 
the said premises or the owner or occupier in respect thereot”; 
and the defendant was, in the view of the learned judgy 
bound by his underlease from the plaintiff to perform 
this covenant and to indemnify the plaintiff in respa 
thereof. The works in question had been com 
before the date of the underlease to the defendanh 
and upon their completion the costs became a charge on tt 
premises, although they were not payable until the da 
(after the underlease) of the final apportionment: Sto © 
Meakin (1899, 2 Oh, 496). In the last-mentioned case th 
dispute as to the liability to pay the epsts arose between vender 
a purchaser, the works having been completed, and the charg? 
on the premises having, therefore, taken effect, before the da) 
on which the vendor contracted to sell free from incumbrancsj 
the court, thereupon, held that the vendor was bound to @& 
charge the costs. The defendant in the recent case attem 
to apply this decision to his case by arguing that, the ¢ 
having taken effeet before the underlease to him, it was the ¢ 
of his landlord to discharge it. But he clearly did not stané # 
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the same position. as the purchaser in Stock v. Meakin; his 

t was to pay, and indemnify his landlord against, all 

ent and future outgoings: the improvement expenses con- 

stituted an existing charge or outgoing at the date of the under- 

and Watron, J., held that they fell within the covenant, 

aid that the defendant was bound to pay them when, upon the 
final apportionment, they became actually payable. 





Tus supemEnT of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
in. Mayor §c., of Fromantie v. Annois, delivered by Lord 
MaowacuTen on the 21st inst., is rendered interesting .by the 
dear exposition given of the law as to the rights of an 
individual who has suffered damage by the lawful exercise of 
ers conferred upon a public body for the general benefit. 
action was brought against the appellant corporation in 
of the damage done to the respondent’s house by the 
levelling of a roadway, the result of which was that the house 
was left on the edge of a cutting, with a drop of some 6ft. 
or 8ft. to the road. The Supreme Oourt of Western 
Australia held that there was a legal cause of action, 
although the work was done skilfully and for the benefit 
of the public under an Act which empowered the appellants 
to “make, alter, level, grade, and otherwise improve” 
public streets within their municipality, and which contained 
no provision for compensation in respect of any conse- 
quential injury. The law laid down by the older authorities, 
such a8 British, §c., Manufacturers v. Meredith (1792, 4 Term 
Rep. 794) and Boulton v. Crowther (1824, 2 B. & O. 703), is 
that if a body, acting in the execution of a public trust and 
for the public benefit, do, in a proper manner, an act which 
they are authorized by law to do, though the act works a special 
injury to an individual, that individual cannot maintain an 
action. The colonial court appear to have thought that the 
doctrine of these cases had been modified by the more recent 
decisions. mentioned below. Lord MaonacuTen makes it 
clear that this is not so, and that the doctrine in question 
forms part of the settled law of England. In applying the 
doctrine to particular cases, it is, of course, material 
to consider whether the act complained of is authorized 
by the legislation from which the public body derives its 
authority. Thus in Geddie v. Proprietors of the Bann Reservoir 
(3 App. Oas. 430) the House of Lords held that an Act which 
authorized a body of persons to collect the waters of certain 
streams into a reservoir, for the purpose of securing a regular 
ply of water, did not free them from liability if, through a 
fect in their works, the reservoir overflowed and injured the 
adjoining lands. The two cases upon which the colonial court 
mainly relied were Vernon v. St. James’s Vestry (16 Oh. D. 449) 
and Metropolitan Asylum District v. Hill (6 App. Cas. 198). In 
each of these cases a public authority had been empowered (but 
not required) by statute to do certain things (in the former 
case to erect urinals, in the latter to establish asylums for 
the sick poor), which might or might not constitute a 
nuisance to the owners of olisieian property. In each case 
the power had been exercised in such a way as to cause a 
nuisance, and it was held that the statute did not absolve the 
public authority from liability. These decisions do not in any 
way impeach the doctrine laid down by the earlier cases ; the 
wt'done was not the necessary consequence of the statutory 
power; the power was in fact improperly exercised ; the work 
vas not done with ‘“‘reasonable care to do no unnecessary 
damage” to others; and this is the obligation imposed upon a 
public authority in the execution of its statutory powers: see 
pres L.J., in Southwark, &c., Water Co. v. Wandsworth 
(1898, 2 Oh., at p. 613). 





Every revising barrister in England has probably had to deal 
the question which came before the King’s Bench Division 
recently in the case of Kirkhouse v. Blakeney (ante, p. 139). Ithas 
. & question hard to answer, and has been dealt with 
‘several different ways by various barristers. The question, 
shortly, is whether a man loses his right to vote, on the ground 
Ot parochial relief, because his wife or child is an inmate of a 
lunatic asylum. The Representation of the People Act, 

48 extended by the Act of 1867, provides that no person 





shall be entitled to be registered in any year as 
voter who in such year has ‘received parochial relief. 
The effect of this has, however, been mitigated by the 
Medical Relief Disqualification Removal Act, 1885, which makes 
a large number of the old decisions on the subject of no further 
value. This Act provides that no person be deprived of 
his right to vote on the ground that he has “‘ received for him- 
self = for any mem bef his re any — or 
surgical assistance, or any medicine, at the expense of any poor 
rate” And it is further provided that ‘medical or ical 
assistance ” shall include “‘all matters and things supplied by 
or on the recommendation of the medical officer” having due 
authority. Now, no one is likely to argue that insanity is any 
less a ihintes than typhoid or phthisis. Therefore, when a 
member of a man’s family is treated at a county asylum for a 
tem attack of mental disease, he is protected by thie Act of . 
1885 just as much as if the patient were being treated at’ the 
workhouse infirmary for some bodily disease. The case becomes 
different, however, where the patient is incurably insane and 
becomes a permanent inmate of the asylum. In Kirkhouse v. 
Blakeney the voter’s wife was in this unhappy position, and 
the voter did not contribute anything to her support, er 
these circumstances the revising barrister disallowed his claim 
to be on the register, and the court has refused to interfere 
with his decision, on the ground that it was a question of fact, 
and that the barrister’s finding of fact should not be disturbed. 
Tue covert has not, however, left the question entirel 
unanswered, for it has indicated certain’ lines on which 
the question of fact should be approached. It is clear, in 
the first place, that medical relief is none the less medical 
relief because a certain amount of ordinary maintenance is 
supplied as well as medicine ; every patient in a hospital is, of 
course, fed and maintained. Where, however, a man’s wife 
remains permanently in an asylum, and no payment whatever 
is made by the husband towards her support, the relief 
which he receives is more than medical relief, and has 
probably become ordinary relief. At all events, the man is 
“‘ relieved ” from the burden of maintaining his wife whom by 
law he is bound to maintain, one ee ae ee t 
of medical relief or ordinary relief is a question of fact. e 
husband of an insane woman may be compelled to contribute to 
the support of his wife. If he does contribute to her support, 
even a small weekly sum, he may fairly be considered as not 
being in receipt of ordinary relief. If he contributes nothing, 
then, as his wife is being permanently maintained at the e 
of the public, he may fairly be said to be ae cxdioany 
parochial relief. This is the effect of the judgment of the court. 
There are, however, many cases in which a working man, whopays 
nothing towards the support of his insane wife, is still a con- 
siderable loser, in a pecuniary sense, by her illness. The wifeofa 
man with a number of young children becomes permanently 
insane. He has to pay and keep another woman to look after 
the children and tis tatinn, ani the of thisis a far 
ter burden upon him than would be the support of his wife. 
his man cannot afford to contribute to his wife’s maintenance, 
and the istrates will not make an order against him to'so 
contribute. It is certainly hard on such a man to be branded 
as @ pauper and deprived of his rights as a citizen, in addition 
to his greater misfortune. However, in a case like this, if the 
revising barrister could see his way to find as a fact that the man 
was not in receipt of ordinary relief (as it is submitted he could 
very ewan bap _ ly the Court would refuse to 





interfere with 





A Nic question as to whether the conduct of a highway 
authority amounted to misfeasance or to nonfeasance only 
arose in Bull v. The Mayor, &c., of Shoreditch, in the Oourt of 
Appeal on the 14th inst. It is of course well settled that an 
accident or injury due to nonfeasance of a local authority gives 
rise to no claim for damages against them, while it is other- 
wise if they have been guilty of misfeasance. The distinction’ 
is well illustrated b ee | v. Newmarket Local Board tien 
A, ©, 345) and Whyler v. Bingham Rural District Council (1901, 
1 Q, B. 45). In the er case @ traveller was injured by. 
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falling into a drop in the level of a road which drop had been 
made by a landowner and had not been repaired by the 
defendant authority ; the action failed. In the Bingham case 
the defendants were held liable for an accident to a traveller who 
drove into a ditch at the side of a road, the fence which formerly 
protected the side of the road having been removed by the 
defendants. In the recent Shoreditch case the defendants had 
been laying sewers under one side of a road, and there was some 
evidence that this part of the road had not been properly filled 
in and was in a soft condition. On the other side of the road 
was a heap of rubbish, placed there, not by the defendants, but by 
some other person ; the defendants knew of its existence, and did 
not fence or light it. The driver of a cab, to avoid the soft part of 
the road turned across it, and the cab was overturned on 
the heap, and the passenger, the plaintiff, was injured. 
Darutne, J., before whom the action was tried, held that 
there was no evidence of misfeasance, and gave judgment 
for the defendants at the conclusion of the plaintiff’s case. 
The Court of Appeal, however, held that the learned judge had 
struck too soon, and sent the case down for a new trial. The 
evidence certainly seems to lend countenance to the view that 
the accident was partly due to the soft state of the road, 
which was the direct result of acts of the defendants, and it 
does not seem clear that the presence of the heap on the other 
side of the road was not due to the drainage operations, in which 
case the liability of the defendants would appear to be established 
by such cases as Penny v. Wimbledon Urban District Council 
(1899, 2Q. B. 72). The line taken by Dartina, J., is apt to be 
dangerous; as Matuew, L.J., pointed out, in such a case the 
longer way round is generally the shorter in the end. 








THE FACTORIES ACT, 1901, AND THE WORKMEN’S 
COMPENSATION ACT, 1897. 


To those familiar with the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and 
with the many curious problems to which the singular application 
to that Act of the fashion of legislation by reference has given 
rise, it will not appear incongruous to see the above Acts put 
together as the subject for an article. For it is not too 
much to say that the most difficult questions to which the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act has given rise are in connection 
with the definition of ‘‘ factories” in section 7 (2) of that Act 
which by reference incorporated the elaborate definitions of 
‘*factory” contained in the numerous Factory and Workshop 
Acts then in force. A glance at the reported cases during the 
past legal year will amply bear out this contention. It will be 
seen, moreover, that the class of questions which has given 
rise to the greatest storm of controversy, and the widest 
divergence of opinion, is that which refers to accidents 
which happen in the course of employment in docks, more 
especially the knotty point recently dealt with by the House of 
Lords in Raine v. Jobson (1901, A. C. 404), how far a ship in a 
dock is to be considered a part of the dock for the purposes of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act. Both the Scotch courts 
and the English Court of Appeal, but particularly the former, 
consistently refused to allow the contention that a ship in a 
dock became for the purposes of the Act pact of the dock, and 
therefore a “ factory” to which the Act applied. 

Now it does not appear to have been sufficiently prominently 
noticed that the new consolidating Factories Act passed 
last session—the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901 (1 
Edw. 7, c. 22)—has, so to speak, by a side wind, 
effected some very important extensions of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, and done a good deal to 
simplify what one may describe as the inter-working of the 
two Acts. It is certainly 2 curious result of the new system of 
legislation by reference that such amendments should be made, 
not directly, but indirectly by a consolidating and amending 
Factory Act. But such is the case, and, as it is doubtful if the 


far-reaching character of these amendments is as widely appre- 

ciated as is desirable, it is desired to draw attention in some 

little detail to the differences between the provisions of the new 

Factory and Workshop Act and of the Acts it consolidates so 

far as they affect the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and to 

consider the — results of such amendments upon a work- 
e compensated under that Act. 


man’s claim to 


To begin with, the definition of ‘‘factory” in section 7 (9) 
which has hitherto run “ Factory has the same meaning ag 
the Factory and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1891, and also includ 
any dock, wharf, quay, warehouse, machinery, or plant, 
which any provision of the Factory Acts is applied by the F 
and Workshop Act, 1895, . . .” must now be read as if th 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, were alone referred to. Fort 
will be remembered that by the Interpretation Act, 1889, 4 
88 (1), itis provided that : ‘‘ Where any Act passed after the com. 
mencement of this Act repeals and re-enacts, with or withoy 
modifications, any provisions in a former Act, references in any 
other Act to the provisions so repealed shall, unless the contrary 
intention appears, be construed as references to the provisions 
re-enacted.” Thus throughout the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act wherever any of the old Factory Acts is referred to the 
new Act of 1901 must be read into the statute in place of it. 

Upon referring to section 149 (1) of the Factory and Work. 
shop Act, 1901, which is the main definition section so far gy 
“‘ factory ” is concerned, and comparing it with the provisions 
of the old Acts which it replaces, it will be found that, so fara 
it affects the Workmen’s Compensation Act, there are not many 
substantial amendments or additions which require notice, But 
it is not only the works and premises included in section 14 
which constitute factories for the purposes of the Act, fo 
section 104 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, also applies 
certain provisions of that Act to other premises and make 
them “factories.” ‘This section 104 replaces section 23 of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, and it is here that ther 
will be found important amendments by way of addition ani 
omission which are worth detailed notice. It will assist tos 
clearer appreciation of them to set side by side, so far as is 
material for the present purpose, the old and new sections 
Both sections begin by stating that certain provisions of their 
respective Acts shall have effect, and proceed thus : 


Section 23 of the Act of 1895. Section.104 of the Act of 1901. 


“ As if every dock, wharf, quay, * Asif every dock, wharf, quay, 
and warehouse, and, sofar asrelates and warehouse, and all machiuey 
to the procers of loading or un- or plant used in the process of load 


loading therefrom or thereto, all ing or oading or coaling any 
machinery atd plant used in that ship in any dock, harbour, or caml 
process . . . were included in were included in the word ‘fu. 
the word ‘ factory.’ ”’ tory’ ; and 


(2) For the purposes of this 
section the expression ‘plant’ is- 
cludes any gangway or ladder used 
by any person employed to load 
unload or coal a ship, and the ex- 
pressions ‘ ship’ and ‘ harbour’ have 
the same meaning as in the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894.” 

Upon a comparison of these sections it will be observed that 
section 104 of the Act of 1901 differs from section 28 of the Ad 
of 1895 in the following important respects: (a) the limiting 
words, ‘‘so far as relates to the process of loading and unloading 
therefrom or thereto,” are omitted; (4) the enlarging words, 
“or coaling any ship in any dock, harbour, or canal,” an 
added; (c) a new sub-section defining “plant,” ‘‘ship,” ani 
“ harbour ”’ is inserted. 

Perhaps the most important alteration is to be found in the 
omission of the words “so far as relates to the process of loadi 
and unloading therefrom or thereto.” These words have give 
rise to a great deal of litigation in workmen’s compensation casts, 
and to much over-refinement as to the precise moment at whichit 
could be said that the process of loading or unloading from or # 
the dock, &c., was at an end—as, for instance, in Stuart v. Nieuw 
(49 W. BR. 636) and other cases. Moreover, now, the many 
difficult questions as to whether the loading was or was not going 
on from or to a dock, &c., where there were lighters in use, can 0 
longer arise. Now whether the loading Or unloading is p 
from a lighter into a ship, as in Hennessy v. Mc Cabe (48 W. R. 281 
or from a ship into a lighter, asin Flowers v. Chambers (18%, 
2 Q. B. 142) is a matter of indifference, and the many decision 


which are based on the fact that the position of the machinery 


is the determining factor are obsolete, and it is no longer 
importance whether the loading or unloading is taking place by 
the ship’s own machinery, as in Lysons v. Knowles (49 W. R. 686) 





and Peters vy. Aberdeen Steam Trawling Co. (a Scotch case), ee! 


machinery upon a dock or quay as in Woodham v. The At 
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Transport Co. (47 W. R. 106), or, again, by machinery upon a| 


ighter, as in another Scotch case of Laing v. Young (3 F. 31). 
The addition of the word ‘‘coaling” puts an end to any chance 
of litigation arising as to whether ‘‘coaling” was a process of 
“Joading,” which, in the popular sense of the word, it certainly 
js not, and has the effect of bringing within the scope of the 
Act a large class of labourers whose work exposes them greatly 
to the risk of personal injury by accident. 
One of the most litigated questions which arose upon the 
definition of “‘ factory ” in section 7 (2) of the Act, and the wording 
of the old section 23 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, 
was the extent to which, if at all, a ship could become a 
“factory” within the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The 
Scotch courts, as has been remarked, have consistently refused 
fo yield to the argument that the Act was applicable to accidents 
which happened on shipboard in a dock, and which in all other 
ts fulfilled the requirements of the Act. The point did 
not for some time come up clearly for decision in the English 
courts, but the new words “‘any ship in any dock, harbour, 
or canal” in section 104 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 
1901, were designed to clear up the doubts which had arisen. 
Meanwhile the House of Lords in Raine v. Jobson (49 W. R. 
705) held that a ship in a duck becomes practically a part of a 
dock and therefore is a factory for the purposes of the Act. 
But section 104 carries the matter rather further than this 
decision. For under section 23 of the Act of 1895, as interpreted 
in Raine v. Jobson, there could only be brought within the scope 
of the Workmen’s Compensation Act ships engaged in loading 
or unloading in a dock, or at a wharf or quay, but by section 
104 there will also be brought within the Act ships which are 
being loaded or unloaded or coaled by machinery or plant 
in any “harbour” or ‘‘ canal.” The importance of this 
is more fully appreciated when reference is made to the 
definition of “harbour” in the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, which is by sub-section 2 of section 104 to be the 
meaning Of harbour in sub-section 1. By section 742 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, ‘‘ harbour” is to include 
“harbours properly so-called, whether natural or artificial, 
navigable rivers, piers, jetties, and other works in or at which 
ships can obtain shelter, or ship and unship goods or 
passengers.” The comprehensiveness of this definition will 
certainly bring within the Act cases which have hitherto been 
considered quite outside it. 

The last important point to notice isthe definition of “ plant ” 
in sub-section 2. There has been a tendency in many of 
the cases to restrict the meaning of plant within very narrow 
limits, and strictly to things actually used in the process of 
loading or unloading. The cases of Medd v. McIver (1899, 15 
T. L. R. ) and Merrill v. Wilson (49 W. R. 161), where it was 
held that neither gangway doors nor a gangway between ship 
and dock were within the term, are illustrative of this tendency. 
Such decisions are hardly possible now on the words of sub- 
section 2, which make “plant” include any gangway or 
ladder used by any person employed in loading, unloading, or 






















The effect of the alterations made by section 104 may 
perhaps be summed up in saying that it has practically 
extended the benefits of the Workmen’s Compensation Act 
to ali dock labourers. ‘The decision in Raine v. Jobson did 
much to effect this, and now section 104 has completed the work. 
But, whether or not this is the true interpretation to put upon 

@ section as it now stands, a reference to the reports of the 
proceedings in Committee on the Bill shews clearly that this was 
the intention of the framers of the section, and it certainly seems 
as if they had used apt words to give effect to it. In the case 
ot Bartell v. Gray (ante, p. 67) the effect of Raine v. Jobson is 
already seen in the fact that the employer has shifted his ground 
of defence, and relies on the contention (unsuccessfully as it 
proved) that a ship repairer engaged in repairing a ship in dock 
48 hot an occupier of the ship within section 23 of the Factory 
Act, 1895, The effect of section 104 in its wider aspects noticed 
here has yet to be the subject of judicial decision. if the views 
here put forward are well founded, the Legislature has thought 
fit to effect by amendments of the factory law a considerable 
extension of the Workmen’s Oompensation Act. A method of 


REVIEWS. 
ANNEXATION, 


Tur LAW AND PoLiIcy OF ANNEXATION. WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE 
TO THE. PHILIPPINES. TOGETHEk WITH OBSERVATIONS ON THE 
Stratus or Cusa. By CARMAN F. RANDOLPH, of the New York 
Bar. Longmans, Green, & Co. 


This book deals soberly and seriously with a subject of great 
political and legal importance. The t of the American-Spanish 
war was to transfer from Spain to the United States the neighbouring 
islands of Cuba and Porto Rico and also, in the Far East, the 
Philippine Islands. But it at once became a grave question whether 
the acquisition of these new territories did not involve as a 
necessary consequence that they should be admitted ultimately, if not 
immediately, to the full rights of the Union. An attempt has been 
made to treat them as at once foreign and American—under American 
sovereignty, but excluded from the rights which the Constitution is. 
sup to confer on American territory. This is exemplified in the 
duties which it has been sought to impose on goods from Porto 
Rico and the ee Against such a policy Mr. Randolph 
strongly protests, and his argument, that accession to the American 
Union carries with it all the commercial privileges of the Union, 
has been affirmed by the recent decision of the Supreme Court 
declaring the duties to be illegal. But Mr. Randolph does not leave 
the argument here. Finding that accession of foreign and uncon- 

ial elements means their complete incorporation, he boldly 
eclares against this policy. ‘‘The annexation of the Philippines,” 
he says, ‘‘ is not a cross to be borne—which seems the best that can 
be said for it. It is a blunder to be retrieved.” He insists. that 
America should abide steadily by the Monroe doctrine, and decline 
to follow the policy ‘‘of territorial disement as active as 
opportunity permits,” which is the characteristic, in his view, of a 
‘*world power.” This involves the abandonment of the Philippines, 
towards which it is suggested a first step can be taken by reducing 
the American sovereignty to a protectorate, and, in concert with the 
other maritime powers, declaring the islands neutral territory. The 
book is well worthy of perusal at the present time, and Mr, 
Randolph aptly reminds his readers that the republic was founded 
upon the principle that governments “derive their just powers from 
the consent of the governed.”’ 





CONVEYANCING. 


PRACTICALCONVEYANCING, By WALTER STRACHAN, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

This book is the outcome of lectures recently given at the instance 
of the Bristol Inco Law Society, and its general object is to 
afford assistance in the practical work of drafting such documents as 
usually occur in conveyancing practice. The student will not use the 
work long without realizing that this object has been successfully 
attained. Mr. Strachan is not above giving a useful reminder as to 
small details. He insists, for instance, on the importance of seein 

that a copy of every plan accompanies the abstract and is mark 

with the date of the document to which it refers. So again the 
student cannot fail to read his comments on the usual conditions of 
sale without gaining much light on the reasons which underlie them. 
Throughout the book there is enough reference to the cases to 
illustrate the text without overloading it. A student who has first 
acquired a fair knowl of real property law will gain useful hints 
by having this work at hand when he starts on actual conveyancing. 





TITLE TO REALTY. 


On THE NATURE AND EVIDENCE OF TITLE TO REALTY : A HISTORICAL 
SKETCH, BEING THE YORKE PrIzE Essay (1898), UNIVERSITY OF 
CaMBRIDGE. By RriowarD C. Macnavurin, M.A., LL.M., of 
Lincoln’s-inn. C.J. Clay & Sons, Cambridge University Press. 
This book covers a wide field. It attempts to ta history of 
title to realty from the earliest times to the end of the nineteenth 
century. For the periods previous to and immediately following the 
Conquest numerous ori documents are introduced by way of 
illustration, and these should be interesting to the student, young or 
old, who is carrying his researches so far back. But coming to 
modern times, the book does not seem to have any special significance. 
Chapter VIII., for instance, which deals with the period from 1833 
down te the present time, is no more than a very common-place 
resumé of modern legislation affecting real property. It represents 
the note-book of a specially careful student, but no more, 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 
The Yearly County Court Practice, 1902. By G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C., 


of Poole; Sir C, ARNOLD WHITE, -Law, Chief 





tion which can scarcely be described as convenient. 
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Justice of Madras; and ArcHrBatD Rzap, B.A., Barrister-at-Law* 
The Chapter on Costs and the Precedents of Costs, by Mr. 
MorTEN TURNER, Registrar of the Watford County Court. In Two 
Volumes. Butterworth & Co; Shaw & Sons. 


The Annual County Court Practice, 1902. Founded on Pollock and 
Nicol’s and Heywood’s Practices of the County Courts. Two 
Volumes. Containing the Jurisdiction and Practice under the 
County Courts Act, the Bills of Exchange Act, the Employers’ 
Liability Act, and the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, and the 
Statutes; Rules of Practice, Forms and Tables of Fees and Costs. 
By Wriiam Crom Smyty, K.C., Judge of County Courts; 
assisted by Wi114M James Brooks, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
FIRE INSURANCE AS BETWEEN VENDOR AND PURCHASER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—As you were good enough to notice my — on this subject 
in your issue of the 12th of October last, I think you may like to 
know that I have since seen the secretary in London of the Royal, and 
the secretary of the Law Fire Insurance Companies. These gentlemen 
kindly went into the matter thoroughly, and though it is not, I find, 
probable that the companies will slter their form of condition, they 
say that they will always be willing, on the occasion of a purchase, 
to accept s small deposit and issue a cover note which would hold a 
purchaser protected pending completion of his purchase ; and that if, 
through any cause, the pur went off, only a short period charge 
would be made for any term within six months. 

As the law now stands, this is probably the wisest course for a 

of house property to adopt. It cannot be too thoroughly 
impressed upon purchasers that the responsibility for loss by fire rests 
upon them as from the date of their contract ; and that they should, 
after signing a contract, take it to their solicitor without delay, 
instead of keeping the document in their pocket for a week or more, 
as is sometimes done. REGINALD POOLE. 

16, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, Dec. 21. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
SUPREME COURT TAXING OFFICE. 


REGULATIONS TO COME INTO FORCE ON THE 11TH OF JANUARY, 
1902, 


(1) The Judgment, Order or other authority for taxation (herein- 
after called the Judgment) is, in any case not already referred toa 
Master, to be lodged with the Sitting Master. 

(2) Taxations under Order XIV. and other short and urgent 
taxations from the poy oe Bench Division will be disposed of by the 
gs, sean day LA, sy. 

® ere practicable tne bills in such cases with the Judgment are 
to be left with the Sitting Master not later than the day before the 
day on which it is desired to tax. Bilis will ne entered according 
to priority of lodging in the next day’s list, which will be issued on 
the previous evening. The hour for which notice of tuxation is to be 
ane will be fixed when the bill is left, and notice of taxation is then 
orthwith to be given pursuant to Order 65, Rule 16, 

(4) In cases where it is not practicable to comply with Regulation 
3, short and urgent cases will be taken by the Sitting Master after 
the day’s list has been disposed of. In such cases notice of taxation 
rot to Order 65, Rule 16, is to be given for 1 p.m. on the 


day. 

(5) All other cases will be referred by the Sitting Master to the 
Masters in rotation, In any case so referred in which an immediate 
taxation: is requisite, the Master to whom it is referred will, on 
—— by the Solicitor having the conduct of the taxation, fix an 

appointment for the taxation, and will give notice to the parties 
of the sppointment. 

These Regulations apply to all taxations in the Supreme Court 
Taxing Office. YY ORDER. 








The Times gives the following extract from its issue of the 23rd of 
December, 1801 : ‘‘ The Lawyers do not seem to have been much scratched 
a —~ they = 80, the peace has effectually recovered 

—— * - Sg London, these Sittings, contains 174 

The jadges, Wills and Bucknill, JJ., have fixed the following com- 
mission days for the Winter Assizes on the Northern Circuit : Appleby, 
Thureday, the 16th of eg Carlisle, Saturday, the 18th of January ; 
Lancaster, bic~ enon / We 23rd of gan OE. pry wert Monday, the 27th 

5 Liverpool, Wednesday of February. Wills, J., will 
Manchester is reached. y 


not join the circuit until 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re SIR ELLIS ASHMEAD-BARTLETT. No. 2. 20th Deo, 


Banxruproy—Scuems or ARRANGEMENT—SANCTION OF THE CounT—Why, 
DRAWAL OF Proors—DxciaraTion or Trust—Oonpuct or Dupo. 
Banxrvurptcy Act, 1890, s. 3. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Mr. Registrar Linklate 
sanctioning a scheme of arrangement approved of by the creditors othe 
than Mr. Seal. The scheme provided, in effect, for security being given te 
the payment of 7s. 6d. in the pound to the creditors not withdrawing» 
releasing their claims, and for the vesting of the debtor’s estate (if 
in a trustee, with a view to the payment (inéer alia) of dividends { 
excess of 7s. 6d. in the pound, should the realization » 
permit. The debtor’s unsecured liabilities at the date of th 
receiving order, which had been made on the 2lst of May, 19, 
were estimated by the official receiver at £69,967 16s. 10d., and the 
which consisted of the debtor’s interest in certain concessions o 
from the Turkish Government, were estimated by the debtor to prodig 
£27,500. The trustee under the scheme was to be at liberty to join in th 
sale of these interests to a company, in consideration of the allotment ¢ 
shares, which shares he might transfer or cause to be allotted to th 
creditors in satisfaction of the unpaid balances of their claims. §o 
however, as the official receiver could ascertain, the debtor had, for 
valuable consideration, parted with his interests in the concessions by two 
indentures dated respectively the 3rd of December, 1898, and the 10h 
of A , 1899. Absolute and unconditional withdrawals unde 
seal been executed by the following creditors: Mr. Burdett. 
£42,662 16s. 3d.; Mr. W. F. D. Smith and another, £5,900 ; the executorsof 
C. H. Wainwright, deceased, and another, £1,722 0s. 11d; and th 
executors of T. Fielden, deceased, £2,783 4s. ; making in ail £53,068 1s. 24 
Sums of £5,000 and £1,800 had been deposited to secure the payment of 
7s. 6d. in the pound to the creditors not withdrawing or releasing their 
claims, and these sums were reported to be sufficient for the p 
With regard to the releases of £2,783 4s. and £1,722 0s. 11d., mentioned 
above, it appeared that the debtor’s brother had executed a declaration 
of trust under which the creditors having those claims—namely, Fielden's 
executors and Wainwright’s executors, might derive some 
benefit from him. Mr. Seal appealed from the registrar’s decision on the 
grounds that the scheme was not reasonable and not calculated to benafit 
the general body of creditors; that it did not provide for payment of not 
less than 7s. 6d. in the pound on all the unsecured debts; that the condud 
of the debtor was not such as to justify the exercise of the registrars 
discretion in his favour; and that the withdrawals of debts had bem 
obtained by alleged secret promises of the debtor to pay the withdrawing 
creditors sums in excess of the composition payable under the scheme, 

Tus Oovrr (Vavexan Wituiams, Romer, and Oozzens-Harpy, LJj) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vaveuan Wituams, L.J., said there were only two points to be dealt 
with. The first and the only serious point suggested was that the schem 
ought not to be approved because of the déclaration ot trust which had 
been given to the two creditors who had withdrawn their proofs, that isto 
say, released their debts ; and it was said that the effect of that declaration 
of trust given to those two creditors who had withdrawn their proofs wa 
to put them in a better position than the other creditors, because th 
realizable value of the property comprised in that declaration of trast 
would have given the general body of creditors something more. Now, if 
upon the evidence one had to come to the conclusion that the debtor, for 
the purpose of getting this scheme approved, had, in the interest of thow 
two creditors, in consideration of their withdrawing their pro 
offered them terms which might be better than those submi 
to the other creditors, his lordship would say that, if the tw 
creditors accepted those terms, and then withdrew their proofs, thi 
would be a very good reason indeed for the court to interfere. But upon 
the facts of this case that did not appear to be so, and, therefore, the 
objection on that ground failed. ‘There had been no bargain made by the 
debtor so as to obtain the sanction of the court to the scheme. His 
lordship was not satisfied that the ry which had been made by 
the two creditors which the debtor’s brother was one which he (i 
debtor) had knowledge of at all. Accordingly, the decision of th 
registrar was not open to review on that ground. But another point wa 
made—namely, upon the effect of section 3 of the Bankruptcy Act, 18% 
Sub-section 9 was as follows: ‘If any facts are proved on proof of whidt 
the court would be required either to refuse, suspend, or attach conditiom 
to the debtor’s discharge were he adjudged bankrupt, the cout 
shall refuse to approve the proposal (for a composition or a scheme a 
arrangement), it provides reasonable security for payment of nd 
less than 7s. 64, in the pound on all the unsecured debts provable again# 
the debtor’s estate.” It was said that the court ought to read that sub 
section as referring, not to such debts as were now provable, but to thew 
which were provable at the moment the receiving order was made. 
lordship thought that would be an unnatural meaning to give to 
words. In his opinion it would be a very unnatural construction of 
latter part of the sub-section to say that it applied to any debts 
ever except those which continued to be provable at the mom 
scheme came up for approval. Dealing with a more general 
it was said that the court ought to refuse to sanction this 
because of the debtor’s conduct. His lordship did not say 

r t not be guilty of such misconduct, leading, it 
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a 
be sanctioned, even if the creditors approved of it. But here the only 
misconduct was that the debtor had been guilty of rash and hazardous 
Sub-section 9 of section 3 of the Act showed that, wherethe 
were such that the discharge must be or the court 
must refuse to sanction the scheme. There t be a case in which the 
had embarked in rash and of such a 
that it would be against public policy, as in the case of a con- 
bler, to allow his disch atall. But that was not the case 
nder the circumstances of this case, the court must hold that the 
had exercised his discretion ae. and the appeal must there- 
be dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Macaskie, K.C., and Thorn Drury ; 
K.0., and Muir Mackenzie; G. F. Hart; Sir E. Carson, 8.G., and 
Sutton. Soxscrtors, Seal ¢ Edgelow ; Needham, Tyer, $ Barrow ; Watson § 


Yaem. [Reported by 8, E. Witu1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOME AND COLONIAL STORES (LIM.) v. COLLS. No.2. 20th Dec. 


lignt—PresckIPTIoN—ExtTzent or RicutT—SvuxnsTantTiaL INTERFERENCE— 
SvupstantraL Damage. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Joyce, J. The plaintiffs were 
eititled for the residue of a term, having about seventeen years unexpired, 
to # block of buildings on the east side of Paul-street, at the corner 
between that street and Worship-street, which runs westward from Paul- 
street, 20 that the plaintiffs’ Lane mg | had a west front to Paul-street and 
a south front of about 150 feet in length to Worship-street. Worship- 
street is a tolerably broad street, being about forty-one feet across. 

a portion of the south front of the plaintiffs’ premises in 
orship-street was the site of some buildings recently removed which 
was about thirty-six feet in width and numbered 44 in the street. 
uildings which formerly stood on this site were 19ft. 6in. in 
and thé defendant had entered into a building agreement to 
t on this site a building which if erected would be forty-two feet 
height. On the west of the defendant’s premises, and at the corner 
between the south side of Worship-street and the east side of Wilson- 
street there was a public-house thirty-three feet in height, and none of 
the buildings in Worship-street on the east of the defendant’s premises 
exceeded that height. The portion of the ground floor of the plaintiffs’ 
building which was opposite the defendant's ises was used as an 
office, and consisted of a large room 11ft. 10in. high and of unusual depth, 
the back wall being upwards of fifty feet from the Worship-street front, 
and it had no window nor source of natural light at the back. 
contained several desks used by about ninety clerks in the employment 
of the plaintiffs for the Lo of their business. Joyce, J., held upon 
the evidence a iffs’ premises would still after the erection of 
the defendant’s building be well and sufficiently lighted for all ordinary 


firmed 


purposes and that the action therefore failed. He also thought that the 


of Wright, J., in Warren v. Brown (1900, 2 Q. B. 722) (which has 
since been reversed) ought to govern the present case. Thereupon the 
plaintiffs gave notice of appeal, and the defendant proceeded with the 
completion of his building. 

Tue Court (VavcHan WriuraMs, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. The action was tried by Joyce, J., in becember, 
1900. This was important, because at that date it had been laid down by 
Wright, J., in Warren v. Brown that the owner or occupier of a house had 
no right of action so long as be had left to him so much light as was 
ordinarily required for habitation or business, even though he had been 

ived of a substantial amount of light, and had thereby +uffered 
tial damage. This view of the law was adopted by Joyce, J. 

But the decision of Wright, J , had been reversed, and the true rule 
of law with reference to the interference with ancient lights had been 
laid down thus: ‘If ancient lights are interfered with substantially 
and real thereby ensues to tenant or owner, then that tenant 
or owner is entitled to relief.’”” In that rentence ‘‘substantial’’ does 
not indicate any particular percentage. Without substantial inter- 
ference there is no right of action, and in addition, in order to 
obtain an injunction, the plaintiff must establish substantial injury 
suffered or threatened. There is no standard or fixed amount of light to 
which alone a plaintiff is entitled. He must not be fanciful or fastidious, 
He must the necessity of give and take in matters of this 
nature. But there may be real damage to the owner or occupier of a 
building used for particular purposes, though there would be no real 
if the building were not used for such purposes. The difficulty of 

the rule in a quia timet action may well induce the court to scan 
plaintiff's evidence with severity, especially where an angle of forty- 
grees deg It is a - ome is ; rule ytd jade a —_ 
May always up to an angle of forty-five degrees, udging o 
the probable effect at a proposed building the comt may not unreasonably 
the fact that an angle of forty-five degrees is left as primd facie 

ce that there will be no substantial interference, and may 

this presumption to be clearly rebutted by sai evidence. ‘Chat 
®emed to be the result of the authorities. It was said that the proposed 
néW building would not affect the selling or letting value of the tiffs’ 
premises. But the plaintiffs were neither vendors nor lessors, were 
occupiers, and their only desire was to use the premises for the same 
as heretofore and with the same advantages. And it was 

0 ible to hold that they would not suffer real damage if they had to 

e and pay for more electric light than hitherto. In their lord. 

’ opinion, on the balance of evidence, substantial interference and 

al damage would result from the defendant’s new building, and the 

form of judgment in the court below would have been to t 

ai injunction in the settled form known as the Fates.v. Jack 

lordships therefore allowed the ap 
ion,.—CounsEL, Hughes, K.0., and 


This r.om | Y 





and granted a pens 
. B, Vernon; Bray, K.0., Leigh |) 


Clare, and A. B. Nutter. Soxtcrtors, Slaughter ¢ May ; Hyde, Tandy, 
Mahon, $ Sayer. 
[Reported by 8. E, Wrx1.14ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ALDAM’S SETTLEMENT. Byrne, J. 20th Nov. 


Mrvzs anp Mivernats— Tenant ror Lire anp Invant RemarnpERMAN 
SUBJECT TO BE DEFEATED BY POWER OF APPOINTMENT, WITH LiwrraTIoNs 
Over—Lzase—Minixum Rent—Fine—Warxisave—Serriep Lanp Acts 
1882-1890. 

This was an a tion by the tenant for life under the Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1880, for the authorization by the court of a lease bearing 
date the 13th of February, 1890, and made between himself and the 
Dalton Main Colleries (Limited), whereby he agreed to lease a seam of coal 
to the company for sixty years. The clauses in the it to which 

tion was taken were the following: “‘ (3) The royalty or av rent 

Gall bo ot the sate af 490 por Sout par. cava, but. Gap wance be 

made for bad,‘faulty, or unworkable coal,” &c. The lessees shall also pay a 

timiJar royalty rent ‘‘ for all coal and slack other than the Barnsley thick: 

seam got on the drifting,’’ &c. ‘ (4) The minimum or certain rent’is to be 
for the first year, nil; for the second year, 2s. 6d. per acre; for the third 
year, 5s. per acre; for the fourth year, 10s. peracre; and for the fifth and 
each remaining year, £1 per acre, &c. (5) Undergetting may be made up 
at any time during the term. (6) When all saleable coals have been 
worked or paid for, a nominal rent of 10s. shall be paid for the remainder 
of the term in substitution for the royalty and minimum rents. (9) No 
wayleave rent is to be paid for other part of the Barnsley thick seam | 
of coal under any other land in the parish of Wickersley.”” The-settled: 
estate stood limited to the aj t for life without impeachment of’ 
waste, and after his death to of his children for such estates in tail 
or such lesser estate as he should by will appoint and in default to the 
infant respondent for life with remainders over. The case Re Lowther’s 

Settled Estate, referred to in MacSwinney’s Mines and Minerals, p. 178, was 

cited and considered in the judgment. 

Byrng, J., held that if the present had been a simple case between’ 
tenant for life and persons absolutely entitled in remainder, he might have’ 
seen his way to hold that no part of the rent received during the four 

be treated as a fine, but in the present case, should the 
tenant for life die witbin a year without making any appointment the’ 
infant tenant for life would apparently, until the maximum rent became 
payable, be in receiptof less than he would have received had a uniform mini- 
mum rent been reserved. If, however, a sma!l though substantial minimum 
rent were reserved for the first and if the greatest minimum rent the 
£1 per acre were made pay as from the 6 eae 
or from the death of the tenant for life, whichever event might be er, 
that might be allowed. There was no objection to the reservation of « 
rising minimum rent if it was equal or (in the simple case of tenant for 
life and remaindermen absolutely entitlea) if it increased after the death 
of the tenant for life. The other questions raised were whether or not 
the tenant for life had power to insert a power for the cesser of the 
minimum rent when the coal had been worked, and whether the lease 
might contain a wayleave for foreign coal to continue after cesser of th 
minimum rent at a nominal rent. {[t was not proposed that 

rent should be granted in oye of the wayleave. In their 

therefore, the clauses could not be supported, and ought not to 

sanctioned by the court under section 17, sub-section 1, of the 

Land Act, 1882. Ifa separate and properly ascertained rent were to be 

reserved for the wayleave during the whole time of its enjoyment t 

might be no objection —OounseL, Dizon; Bristowe. Souicrrors, Ri 

Smith ¢ Sons. 

[Reported by J, Anrucr Prices, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BENNETT v. STONE AND OTHERS. Buckley, J. 12th and 13th Nov. 


VEnpDorR AND PurcHassR—INTEREST ON PuncHASE-MONEY—WitruL Deravutr 
—Honest MisTaKE BY VENDOR AS TO Matrers or Convsyance—OomMon 
Account or Rents AND Prorits. 


Adjourned summons. By an agreement dated the 26th of September, 
1899, the detendants agreed to sell to the plaintiff the Stoneleigh Estate 
for £75,000, of which £1,000 was to be 

of the agreement, and the residue on 
Une of the conditions was 
wilful default on the part of the 
should be delayed beyond that day, 
cancelled and the deposit forfeited by 
should bear interest ac 5 


cent. from 
pire thereof. The deposit of 'ef-000 was paid, 


pleted on the day named. The draft 


respect to the » 

ack eeemenen by stating that they did not warrant that the covenants 

could be exercised by their assigns. ae EROS atgorie® Gas sa 
ced an action for specific performance. 
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the use of the defendant since that date. By the master’s certificate the 
amount of interest due was found to be £8,661 12s. 6d. He also certified 
that the defendants had received on account of rents and profits of the 
estate £776 18s., and that they had paid or were entitled to be allowed on 
account thereof £1,797 6s. 10d. Included in the sum of £1,797 6s. 10d. 
‘was.a sum paid by the defendants to an outgoing tenant in respect of 
tenant rights ; the residue represented losses incurred by the defendants in 
farming the estate themselves—they having made no effort to find a 
yearly tenant forit. The plaintiff thereupon took out the present summons, 
which was to vary the certificate (1) by disallowing the sums allowed as 
interest; (2) by disallowing such of the sums included in the 
£1,797 6s. 101. as represented the sum paid in respect of tenant 
_— and losses incurred in farming the esta‘e; and (3) if interest were 
liowed by fixing an occupation rent and charging the defendants 
therewith. 
of the plaintiff, on the authority of Re Young and Harston’s Contract 
(81 Ch. D. 168), that the defendants had been guilty of wilful 
default inasmuch as they had obstructed the completion of the contract. 
The following cases were cited as shewing that the rule that delay caused 
the mistake of a vendor in relation to matters of title is not a wilful 
default does not apply where the mistake is in relation to a matter of con- 
veyance: De Visme v. De Visme (1 M. & G. 336). Sherwin v. Shakespeare (5 
D. M. G. 517), Re Hetling and Merton’s Contract (1893, 3 Ch. 269), Re Mayor 
of London and Tubbs’ Contract (1894, 2 Ch. 524), Re Wilson and Stevens’ 
Contract (1894, 3 Oh. 546), Re Wood and Lewis’ Contract (1898, 2 Ch. 211), 
and North v. Percival (1898, 2 Ch. 128) For the defendants it was con- 
tended that a vendor is not guilty of wilful default unless he does not do 
something, the not doing of which he knows will be a default, and that an 
ionocent mistake by the vendor relating to a matter of conveyance is not a 
wilful default. On the other questions it was contended for the plaintiff 
that the defendants ought to have tried to have found a yearly tenant, and 
that the plaintiff ought not to be charged with losses incurred in carrying 
on the business of farming. Phillips v. Silvester (8 Ch. App. 173) and Earl 
of Egmont v. Smith (6 Oh. D. 469) were cited. For the defendants it was 
contended that in an account of rents and profits which was not on a 
footing of wilful default, the defendants could not be charged with an 
occupation rent, and that the sums included in the £1,797 6s. 10d. 
ought to be allowed, either on the ground that they were just allowances 
or on the ground of salvage. 

Bucxtey, J., after stating the facts, said that Bowen, L.J.’s, definition of 
the words “ wilful ’’ and ‘‘ default ’’ in Re Young and Harston’s Contract was 
modified by Lindley, L J., in Re Mayor of London and Tubbs’ Contract. By 
wilfal default was meant that the vendor, being a free agent and in a 
position to do one of two acts, chooses to do one and not to do the other. 
Default included the case where the vendor, owing to the purchaser the 
duty to act reasonably in all matters relating to completion, does an act 
in breach of that duty. The vendor owed to the purchaser, among 
other things, the duty of acquainting himself with all the material 
facts, and it would be a breach of his duty if, knowing the facts, he 
elected to do an act which was not reasonable, or if he neglected 
to acquaint himself with the facts, and consequently did an act 
which was not reasonable. It was not necessary to shew intentional 
delay or wilful obstruction, but it was necessary to shew that the 
vendor had committed an act of default. That was not satisfied by 
shewing that, by mistake or oversight, he had done or omitted to do 
something which he ought to have done. His lordship then reviewed the 
cases and said that in each case where it had been held that there was 
wilful default: the vendor had done an act which was not a reasonable 
act to do with a view to completion. In the cases where it was held that 
there was not wilful default, the ground of the decision was, not that the 
vendor had made a mistake as to nis title, but that he had made an honest 
mistake: Re Mayor of London and Tubbs’ Contract. His lordship then held 
that the defendants had made an honest mistake, and therefore 
declined to vary the certificate in respect of the interest. In 
regard to the other questions raised by the summons, he held that, 
this being an account of rents and profits not on the footing of wilful 
default, the defendants were liable only for rents and profits actually 
received, were not bound to let the lands, and were therefore not charge- 
able with an occupation rent. On the other hand, they could not charge 
the plaintiff with the losses incurred in carrving on a business, and there- 
fore such of the items included in the £1,797 63. 10d. as represented losses 
incurred by the defendants in farming the estate themsélves (exclusive of 
the amount paid in respect of tenant rights) must be disallowed.—OounszL, 
H. Terrell, K.0., and Sheldon ; Astbury, K.C., and Dunham. Soxicrrors, 
R. Davies § Son ; Henry White. 


[Reported by B. L. Oxuistox, Barristereat-Law, | 


On the question of interest 1t was contended on behalf 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
MACDONALD v. HUGHES, Div. Court. 19th Nov. 


Iacenstna Act, 1872—Licensep Person Wirnin Meaninc or, Act— 
E£xxcutor ov Licenszp Penson. 


Appeal from the refusal of justices sitting at petty sessions held at 
Birkenhead on the 13th day of June, 1494, to convict the respondent 
Ohbristine Hughes for allowing gaming to be carried on on her premises 
on the 27th of May, 1901. The facts of the case are as follows: 
The respondent Ohristine Hughes was the executrix of one Margaret 
Hughes, who died on the lst of April, 1901, and was at the time 
of her death duly licensed to sell by retail intoxicating liquors. The next 
special sessions for the transfer of the licence was on the 6th of April, 1901, 
but as that was within fourteen days of the death of Margaret Hughes, no 








ae 
appiication was made for the transfer of the licence, but the reg 

as executrix, remained in possession and was carrying on the busing, 
On the 27th of May, 1901, some police officers visited the premises ang 
found persons unlawfully gaming there, and an information wy 
laid. For the appellants it was contented that, 

regard to section 17 of the Licensing Act of 1872 

& 36 Vict. c. 94), the respondent was a licensed person within th. 
meaning of the Act, and the words “ person holding a licence could not hy 
restricted to the person to whom and in whose name the licence wy 
originally granted.’’ They also pointed out that no one could be gop. 
victed for various serious offences as set out in sections 12 to 17 of the sams 
Act if the executrix was not to be treated as the holder of the licence, 
For the respondent it was contended that the grant of a licence was 4 
strictly personal grant which expired with the death of the holder, ang 
though there might have been an omission by the Legislature, yet this 
being a penal statute must be construed strictly. They further 
that section 3 of the same Act expressly relieved executors from penaltigs 
which would otherwise attach to unlicensed persons selling liquor. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Dariine and CaanyeLt, JJ} 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, O.J.—In my opinion the effect of section 3 coupled with 
the interpretation clause is to say that the person who is entitled to act a 
a licensed person is the holder of the licence. The licence is continued tp 
the executor till he gets a transfer at special sessions. If this view wer 
not the correct one there would be no one liable for offences set out in 
the Licensing Act. 

Daguine and CxANNezELL, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Zobin and Honoratw 
Lloyd ; Montgomery. Soxtcrrors, Phelps § Morrell, for Potts, Potts, § 
Gardner, Chester ; G. Solly, Birkenhead. 


[Reported by C. G. Witsrauam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WISE v. DUNNING. Div. Court. 19th and 20th Nov. 


Ricut or Pvusiic Meerine—Oonpuct Likety To Provoke Breaca or 
Peace—Use or Insuttinc LancvaGe—Power or MacisTraTes To Bmp 
Over. 


Appeal from the stipendiary magistrate at Liverpool binding the 
appellant to tind sureties and be ot good behaviour for twelve months, 
The facts of the case are as follows: The appellant, George Wise, isa 
Protestant lecturer, and according to information the said George Wis 
had held divers meetings in the public streets in the month of May, 
1901, and that in consequence breaches of the peace had taken place; 
and that the said George Wise threatened to hold similar meetings in 
future. It was proved at the hearing of the information on the 3lst of 
May, 1901, that at a meeting held on the 16th of May, 1901, by G. Wise 
in Tolington-square that that square, which was a public highway, was 
completely blocked, that Carver-street, a public street running into 
the said equare, was also blocked. G. Wise at the meeting used 
words calculated to insult Roman Oatholics, and called them “red- 
necks’? a word intended to annoy and insult Roman Oatholics 
and calculated to provoke a breach of the peace. He did not 
himself commit any breach of the peace or incite anyone else to do 0. 
It was also proved that G. Wise inserted an advertisement on the 24th of 
May in a local evening paper inviting Protestants to attend his meetin 
and at the meeting held on the 22nd of May he told his supporters that 
police had refused to give him protection and so he looked to them to pro- 
tect him. G. Wise appeared at the summons and expressed his intention of 
holding similar meetings in the future. The respondent, L. Dunning, said 
that if similar meetings were held it would certainly lead to a breach of 
the peace. He was then bound over in recognizanves of £100 to keep the 
peace for twelve months. For the appellant it was contended that the 
stipendiary was wrong in convicting the appellant, as he had not himself 
been guilty of any breach of the peace, or had incited anyone else to do #0, 
and that as the appellant had not committed any unlawful act, there was 
no power to bind him over. He cited Beatty v. Gillbanks (31 W. R. 216, 
9 Q. B. D. 308). For the respondent it was contended that he had been 
properly bound over for conduct calculated to provoke a breach of the peace. 
They further quoted a local Act—Liverpool Improvement Act, which 
imposed penalties for use of insulting language in the streets calculated to 
provoke a breach of the They cited 0’ Kelly v. Harvey (L. R. Ir. 1 
Q B. D. 308), Humphries vy. Connor (17 L. R. Ir. 61). 

Tus OCovrr (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Dartine and Oxanneztt, JJ) 
dismissed the appeal, 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., said that in his opinion the appeal must be 
dismissed, They had been much pressed by the case of Beatty v. Gillbanks, 
but he was of opinion that there is no difference in the law as laid down by 
that and the lh cases which have been cited for the respondents, 
Cave, J., laid down in Beatty v. Gillbanks that everyone must be held 
to intend the natural consequence of his own acts, and he was clearly of 
opinion that the natural consequence of such meetings was to provokes 
breach of the peace. It had been also proved that the meetings had caused 
an obstruction of the highway and the appellant had used insulting 
language, which was an offence by the Liverpool kmprovement Act of 1842. 
He furthermore threatened to hold similar meetings in future. He did 
not say that if any of these alleged offences stood alone that further 
evidence might not be required; but looking at all the circumstances the 
magistrate was right, and he was also right in holding that any defect ia 
tbe original eummons was cured by the evidence adduced at the hearing. 

Daruso and Ouanneti, JJ., concurred.—Oounsen, F. BE. Smith; 


Pickford, K.0., and Maxwell. Sortcrrons, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Mills, 
Peel, Rutherford, Hughes, $ Co., Liverpool ; 
Liverpool. 


Pickmere, Town Ol 


[Reported by C. G. Witsnanam, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
. Norice. 
A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 3lst of January, 1902, at 2 p.m. 


' Members who desire to move resolutions should give notice of them to 


tary on or before the 9th of January, 1902 
— By order, E. W. Wrtutamson, Secretary. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE TRAVERS-SMITH SCHOLARSHIP, 


At a meeting of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society held on 
Friday, the 13th of December, 1901, the scholarship for the year 1901 was, 
on the recommendation of the trustees of the late Mr. Joseph Travers- 
smith, awarded to Mr. Henry Osmond Lock, who served his articles with 
toe late Mr. Arthur Henry Lock and Mr. William Wilton Reed, both of 
Dorchester, and Messrs. Bridgman & Willcocks, of London. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
GENERAL. 


The London Gazette for Friday week contains a notice that the Committee 
of the Privy Oouncil under the London Government Act, 1899, have 
settled schemes relating to the administration of adoptive Acts in the city 
of Westminster and the metropolitan boroughs of Bermondsey, Finsbury, 
Greenwich, Holborn, Poplar, Southwark, stepney, Wandsworth, and 
Woolwich, copies of which may be inspected and obtained at the offices 
of the town clerks of the city of Westminster and the several metropolitan 
boroughs concerned. 


It is almost to learn, says the St. James’s Gazette, that the widow 
of Lord Ohancellor Lyndhurst has only just now died at the age of ninety- 
four. Her husband first occupied the woolsack in the Ministry of George 
Canning, which seems ancient history indeed to us to-day. Lyndhurst 
was Chancellor in five different Oabinets—those of Canning, .Goderich, 
Wellington, and two of Sir Robert Peel’s. Lady Lyndhurst, who has 
survived him for more than thirty-eight years, was married in the year of 
Queén Victoria’s accession to the throne, . 


Joel Prentiss Bishop, long justly regarded one of the greatest American 
legal authors, died, says the Albany Law Journal, at his home in 
Cambridge, Mass, on the 4th of November, at the age of eighty-seven 
=. His legal works are: ‘‘ Marriage and Divorce,’’ 1853 ; ‘‘ Criminal 

w,’”’ 1856: “Oriminal Procedure,’ 1866; ‘‘ First Book of the Law,”’ 
1868; ‘‘ Statutory Orimes,’’ 1873; ‘‘ Contracts,’’ 1878; ‘‘ Direction and 
Forms,”” 1885; ** Non-Contract Law,’’ 1889; ‘‘ Commentaries of Law and 
Statutory Crimes,’’ 1901. Mr. Bishop was born on the 10th of March, 
1814, in Volney, Oswego county, New York, as he himself said, ‘‘in a 
mail log-house in the woods, remote from all other habitations but one,” 
His father was a farmer of small means, and with him the youth grew up 
and laboured, attending a remote district school during three or four 
months in the year, and finally graduating into the academy. pered 
by poverty and ill-health, he finally gave up his one great hope of 
obtaining a college education, and, having drifted to Boston, entered a 
law office in the fall of 1842, ** hoping to obtain a little useful information, 
but with no idea of having health to practise law.’”’ At the end of a year 
he had been able to fully support himself by means of literary work, outside 
the law, undergone an examination as to his competency in the law, taken 
the proper oath for admission to the bar and opened an office. As a side 
exercise, during a somewhat limited practise, he determined to write a 
lawbook. ‘‘ Marriage and Divorce,” which was the result (published just 
ten years after he had begun legal practice), brought him wide fame and 
some money, and he thereupon decided, at the earnest solicitation of 
friends and publishers, to forsake legal practice for authorship. His 
works are probably better known and more widely used and quoted than 
any other legal writer in this country. It has been well said that, taking 
into account both the quality and quantity of work, no American law 
writer, save Story, is comparable with Bishop. 


On Saturday in last week Mr. Justice Byrne, before rising, took 
cccasion to make a statement as to the mode of ing an oath. He 
said; ‘‘ For some time my attention has been called to the fact 
that witnesses occasionally refrain from kissing the Book when the oath 
is administered, and kiss their thumb or some other part of their hand. 
During the last fortnight this has occurred three times, and that not in 
cases of ignorant or uneducated witnesses, but in the case of people in 
& comparatively good position, one of the gentlemen to whom 1 refer 
<4 a solicitor. I do not attribute to any one of these gentlemen, 
and I do not suggest for a moment, that they were actuated by any 
‘Other notion than one that seems to have grown very prevalent 
namely, that disease may be communicated by means of kissing the 
Book. It is sufficiently well known that, amongst the ignorant and 
Uneducated, there are a considerable number of persons who think that 
‘they can rid themselves either of the validity or moral sanction of the 


"ng: fame 


by refraining from kissing the Book ; would 
to abstain from taking notice when people, 

be, do not take the oath in the of aes form. Ido not know 
whether it is as widely known as it should be, that any witness may 
take the oath without kissing the Book; because under the Act 


oath, or of tae punishment which may fav gf upon 
wha' 


of 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 46) it is provided (section 5) that ‘If any 
to swear with w 


person to whom an oath is administered desires 

hand, in the form and manner in which an oath is usually 

in Scotland, he shall be permitted so to do, and the oath shall be 

administered to him in such form and manner without further question.’ 

Therefore, it is in the election of a witness whether he will be sworn in the 
lish form or in the Scotch form ; and, if he elects the Scotch form, he 

is not atked his reason for so doing. There is no excuse whatever for 

witness, purporting to take the oath in one form, refraining from 

that which goes to shew the sanctity of the act which he is performing.” 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 


Jan, 2.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayristp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
LIFE INTEREST of a lady aged 39, producing £150 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Bate & Co,, London. 


SION to One T -first of a Trust Fund, value £15,580; 77. 
BEY alsitons, oe teen e Knight, Lenten oak Sewn Ban Poy “tbe 


POLICIES for £4,000, £1,000, £2,000, £250. 
SHARES in various 
(Bee advertisements, this week, back page.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 20, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHanorry. 


Fieatwoop Estarz Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 8 or claims, to John Parker 
Wilson, Estate Office, Fleetwood. sale & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 


Gresuam Discount SynpicatTs, Linirep—Petn for wialing ua, presente 1 Dee 15, directed 


ta be heardon Jan15. Edwards, New st, Notice 
oa must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 1 

New fours Wares Wacox Co, Lumrep (1x Liqurpation are requested, on or 
before Jan 31, to eend their n»mes and particulars of debts or 


claims, to Walter Purry, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 
Norra Laxcasnine Mutoscorr Co, Luntep—Creditors are required, on 

toe and addresses, and the 

‘Waters, 24, Euston rd, Morecambe 
O.pHAM, Mippieroyx, axnD Rocspate Coat Co, Luurap—Creditors are 

betere Fee 6, to ound Hels eneee —* and the of 

claims, to James Lord, lege, Clegg, 

nr Oldbam, Tweedale & Co, solors to liquidators 


st, Winsford. A. 


Pennincton Moror Forgien Paranxts Synpicats, Liurrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors 
bso peguieas, 00 or ete ea ett io el 
or claims, iiam Roger Cald Moore, Palmerston 
bidgs, Ola Broad st Burn & Berridge, solors to the liquidator 
Tames Vatiey Motor Caz Co, Lunren—Creditors are eyeeet. on or before Feb 1, to 
send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Deamond 
Forde, 75, Aldermanbury 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss Purcuaszrs AND Lusszns.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements th 
Tested and Reported upon by an 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvr.] 


For Txroat Irrrration anp Coven ‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to oll calining from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1}d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gaszette,—Frivay, Deo, 13. 


Curzox, The Hon. Many Grey Henpersow Rorsr, 39a, Curzon at, 
Paton v Ratford, Swinfen Eady, J. Colyer & er, Wych at, 


Vitterre, Cuarces, Paris, late Treasury Paymaster-General Jan 16 Pepin v Bruyere, 
Kekewich, J Baker & Nairne, Crosby oq 


London Gasette.—Faivay, Deo. 20. 


Honarox, youn, Bae ae, aa Jan 28 Page v Horton, 
Tvryen, Wri114., Irlam, Lanes, Colliery Proprietor Jan 20 Turner vy Edelston, Regie- 
trar, Manchester 


Jan 15 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
‘Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec: 6. 


Apaus, Joszru, The Avenue, Brondesbury Jan9 Pediey & Co, Bush In 

Auten, Samven Frepenick, Worthing Jan9 Pedley & Co, Bush In 

Axertt, Evax, Withington, ne Manchester Jan4 Dixon & Lione’l, Manchester 

Batcuerior, Epwarp Srzattor, South Kensington Jani4 Routh & Co, Southampton 
st, Bloomsbury 


Chien, emme Azsatomu, Huntingdon, Coal Merchant Jan 4 Hunnybun & Sons, 


up 

Cotpman Fanny, Derby Jan 10 G@ E & F Bouskell, Leicester 

Corrox, Major General Faxpznic Cowvers, CSI, Eari’s Court Dec 81 Francis & 
Johnson. Gt Winchester st 


Consus, Jzssiz Mary, Homburg, Germany Dec 31 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, 

born 

Extsorr, Aubert Enxwxst, South African Field Force, Surgeon Jan 10 Paris & Co, 
Southampton 


Exoiawp, Joux, West Monkton, Somerset, Yeoman Dec 29 Easton & Channer 

Evans, James, Rowton, Salop Jan8 How & Son, Shrewsbury 

Farrar, Lavrsta, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester Jan 22 Grainger, Manchester 

Fhangerm Joun ALEXANDER, Elginecres Jan 16 Fladgate & Co, Oraig’s ct, Charing 
© 


Grssox, Wir11am, Hanover gdns, Kennington Park rd, Engraver Jan 14 Dutton, 
Pimlico 


Baxpcock, Witi1am Grorcr, Ashford, Kent, Outfitter Dec 81 Bracher, Maidstone 
Haspsr, Jony, Bury Jan 6 Howarth, Bury 

Haywes, Hewry, Portedown rd, Maida Vale Jan18 Hughes, Edgware rd 

Boouey, James, Macclesfield Jani? Ackroyd, Finsbury circus 


Inours, Steff Commander, Hzexzy Wii114m, RN, Portsmouth Jan 31 Blake & Co, Porte- 
mouth 


Jackson, THomas Vincent, Wolverhampton, Surgeon Jan 1 Fowler & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 


Lambert, Grorcs, Coventry st, Goldsmith Jan 20 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 

Locxwoop, Hzwzistra, Ealing Dec 12 Dixons & Horne, Wakefield 

Lonpow, Fxizanete Saran, Kingsland Jan 15 Crook, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ma ywers, Fitzatax Grorce Jou, Grosvenor gins Dec 80 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, 
Charing Cross 


Mornert, Ann Frances, Ramsgate Jan4 OA & K Daniel, Ramegate 

Paportr, James, Sabden, nr Whalley, Lancs Dec2i Wright & Co, Bradford 

Passes, Epwarp How er, Lower Seymour st, Portman sq Jan 10 Freshfields, Old 
ewry 


Pzrers, Beyny Cuarces, East Dulwich Jani14 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 

Pariiips, Manx, Rowston, Lincoln, Farmer Dec21 Holditch, Sleaford 

Prawt, Exiza, Longton Jani10 Adderley, Longton 

Prawt, Wi1114m, Trentham, Staffs, Ohina Manufacturer Jan10 Adderley, Longton 
Pocnm,. Atrrev, Narborough, Leicester, Manufacturer Jan 6 Stevenson & Son, 


Pows.., Hanniztrz Many, Margate Jan 15 Hills, Margate 

Quagrzemarve, Hein, Birmingham Jan15 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 

Eg, Roser, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper Jan15 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Dees, Rese, Oldbury upon Severn, Glos Dec 81 Crossman & Co, Thornbury, 


’ 
fonorretp, Hettrwe11, Burnley, Tackler Jan16 Steele & Steele, Burnley 
fcorr, E11zaneTu, New Pellon, Halifax, Yorks Jan7 Farrar, Halifax 
Sitaw, Bawru, Stone, Stafford, Farm:r Jan 7 Adderley, Longton 
Sure, Heyry, Tottenham, Builder Dec 31 Burrows, Tottenham 
Eisiex, Cuarntes Epwarp, Haywards Heath, Sussex Feb1 Blake & Oo, Portsmouth 
£mupsox, Joszrn 8, Hackney Jan14 Hardicker, Manchester 
Statsx, Berry, Royton, Lancs Jan20 B& J Ascroft & Maw, Oldham 
Surners, ALrRrep, Burnley, Baths Manager Jani13 Whittingham, Burnley 
Syxrs, Tuomas, Knaresborough Janis Rider, Leeds 
Tatam, Saran, Holbeach Jan10 Willders & Son, Holbeach 
Tuomas, W11114u Nicnots, Lee, Kent Jan165 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
Tyzex, Henny, Sidcup, Oorn Factor Jan 11 May & Co, Suffolk House, Laurence 


Pountney hill 
Vane, Gzoncz Boots, Wembley Jan 15 Miller, Gracechurch st 
VirtaTarp, Camuriiez, Ryde, I of W Jan16 Ratcliffe, Ryde 
Voes, Gzonaz, Bermondsey, Pilot Jani10 Batham, Gt Tower st 
Wasniscton, Gzoncz, Halifax, Wool Dealer Jan? Bastide & Co, Halifax 
‘Wess, Jzssr, Ancoate, Manchester, Copper Smith Dec 24 Dixon & Linnel], Manchester 
Woop, Farprzicx Wittiam, York Jan 22 Wood, York 
Wrn.er-Bincn, Wraeuzy, Cromer Dec28 Atkey & Co, Austin Friars 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Dec, 10, 


Axtnor, Rosert Warr, North Shields, Draper Jan18 Dickinson & Co, North Shields 
Bazxtr, Bansant, Bishop Wilton, York, Labourer Dec 81 fummerson, Pocklington 
Barxez, Tuomas, Liverpool Feb 1 Webster & Pennell, Liverpool 

Baxruett, Joszru, Reading Jan14 May, Reading 

Battenesy, Faxny, Fairfield, Lancaster Jan 24 Bottomley & Son, Ashton under Lyne 
Braa, Joun, Cardiff, Hauling Contractor Jan 10 Morgan & Co, Cardiff 

Brayp, Wri114m Cuasies, Eastbourne Jan 14 Addison & Son, Portamouth 

Buox, Tuomas, Coal Merchant Jan 10 Sharpe & Wade, Market Deeping 

Bucxxey, James, Rawtenstall, Loncaster Jan 13 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Coivis, CLement Suzyp, Onslow gdns Jan 1 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 
Cumuina, Jonx, Hampstead rd, Van Builder Jan6 Reynolds, Bedford row 

Dapps, Auicz Bosa, Margate Jané Furley, Canterbury 

Dicxixson, IsaBetia, Leamington Dec 81 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Drake, Sanau Baier, Liverpool Jan? Gradwell & Co, Liverpool 

— Exxzy, Weston super Mare, Commercial Traveller Jan 18 Wansbreugh & 


Euct anv, Eten, Nottingham Jan15 Turner & Oo, Nottingham 
Paarevi, Tuouss; Hampstead Jan 16 Stevens & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Frooms, Gzozcz Frepsnicx, Southend on Sea Febi Tolhurst & Cox, Southend on fea 


———S> 
Garrre.p, Annette, Lewisham Jan2l1 Worrell & Son Coleman st caf 


Hacker, Epwarp, Weston super Mare Jan 80 Norris & Norris, Bedford row i 
Hayoocx Gzorciana, Windsor Jan 7 Ravenscroft & Co, John st rT 
| Hux, Louisa, Nottingham Jan14 Goodall & Son, Nottingham asf 
Jesty, CHanies, Radipole, Dorset, Road Surveyor Dec 24 Howard, Weymouth 
Keeruine, Frances Howarp, Eltham, Kent Janil Murray & Co, Birching In 
‘apaggen, Joun, Gt Missenden, Bucks, Harness Maker Jan 7 Clarke & Son, High. 


Lonp, Wr114m, Rochdale, Joiner Jan1 Wiles & Rochdale = 
Mnocaes, ¢ The Rt Hon Jui Lovisa Lady, York Jan 81 Pollock & Co, Lincoln's 


Ne.ust, Tomas, Wribbenhall, nr Bewdley, Worcester, Farmer Jan 13 Watean, 


Pacey, JzeruTuad, PallMali Jan 20 Gamon & Oo, Chester e 
Porton, Joun, Market Bosworth, Leicester Jan 18 G E & F Bouskell, Market Bosworth. 
Reap, Anruuz Cotten, New Cross, Clerk Jan2i Worrell & Sou, Coleman st 2 
Reape, Aticze Many, Hastings Jan10 Hunter & Haynes, News} 

Riaoip, Bexwagp, Sydenham Jan10 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 

Rovauszpas, Joszrs, St. Helens, Lancaster Dec31 Barrow & Cook, St Helens 

Suurt, JonaTHay, Salford, Oloth Agent Jan10 Grundy & Co, Manchester . 
Tamsee.ain, Lucy Liovp, Ilford; Essex’ Jan 21 ‘Pilgrim & Phillips, Colerhan st t 
Tayizve, Cuanies Wii114m, Pimlico Jan 10 Hunter & Haynes, New sq & 
Waert.wenicat, Tuomas, Hudderafield, Musician Jan10 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
‘WuirtHeab, Peres, Rochdale Jan18 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

Wiaean, Canotins Henson Wican, Reading Jan15 Dryland & Oo, Reading 

Witurams, Samvet Furrcues, Stoke Newington Jani4 Young & Sons, Mark In 


Woop, Sam CoLpwetu. . Fone, nr Huddersficld, Commercial Traveller Jan 10 
Armitage & Co, Hi 


‘hiss deuateniee Relies Menai tite Dec 28 Hollest & Co, Aldershot 
Youne, Janz, Liscard, Chester Jan 81 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 


London Gasette.—Frivay, Dec. 13. 
Axos, Roszrt, Alnwick, Northumberland, Draper Jan 20 Armstrong & Sons, Newcastle 


Azruvs, Roszrt Wart, North Shields, Draper Jan18 Dickinson & Co, North Shields 
Austin, Rosa, Canterbury Janill Reid, Gt St Helens 

Baxen, Joszreu, North Shields, Grocer Jan8& Dickinson & Co, North Shields 

Bazser, Anruur, Brundall, Norfolk Dec31 Rackham, Norwich 

Baxzriert, Josep, Reading Janl4 May, Reading 

Bazron, Isapetia Exiza, Ramsgate Jani4 OA & K Daniel, Ramsgate 

Cuagx, Percy Wit.iam, Stanford le Hope, Essex Janil Kerly, Stanford le Hope 
Crook, Cuantes ALexanpep, St John’s, Kent, Engineer Jan 31 Hagger, Li 

Denaie, fame MacintTosH, Homerton, Mining Engineer March 31 Hurrell & Oe, Com- 


Epwazps, Joun Lore, Acton Jan15 Engall & Oo, Bedford row 
FarTuar.y, CarHerine Emma, East Dulwich Jan 21 Collyer & Davis, Nicholas ln, 


Formax, James, Nottingham Jan24 Berryman, Nottingham 

Gran, Coanes, Ilford Jani165 Tyler, Gracechurch st 

Goxpsmip, Dora, Lexham gdns, South Kensington Jan 15 Williams & James, Thames 
Embankment 


Gree, Joszru, Honley, nt Huddersfield Jan 10 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

Gaus, Many Ayn, Bristol Jan14 Sturge, Bristol 

Gunny, MicuazL, Hampstead Jan 31 Kavanagh, Dublin 

Hanzzison, Soruia,Scartorough Jané Chilman, Hull 

Saving Saonye E.izasets, Bath Jan 15 Webbers & Duncan, Southampton bidgs, 


Jznxins, OuaRites Vernon, Tidenham, Glos Dec31 Morgan & Co, Chepstow 

Junnen, Antoun Cuakies WiLLi4mu, Kismayu, British East Africa Jan 27 Field & Oo, 
Lincoln’s inn flelds 

me > ame Walkden, nr Manchester, Licensed Victualler Jan 10 Hulton & 00, 


Jonzs, Louisa Ex1zaserTa, Burnham, Somerset Jan8 Board, Burnham, Somerset 

Keep, Epwarp, Phillimore gins, Kensington Jan24 Blewitt & Co, Birmingham 

Laveuss, James, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer Jan9 Philip & Co, Birmingham 

Lawton, Srexces, Burslem, Staffs, Commission Agent Jan 25 Ellis, Burslem 

Lyxcu, Marruew, Rochester, Metal Merchant Jani1l1 Robinson, Strood, Kent 

Manmow, Janz, Stockton on Tees, Shoe Dealer Jan1 Horner, Stockton on Tees 

Manzazert, Mary Ann, Gloucester Dec 31 Beale & Mortin, Reading 

Magri, Lavinia Susawnau Evizasetu, Poole, Dorset Jan12 Dickinson, Poole 

Mxpwin, he way a Suusy, Paignton, Devon Jan 31 Hunter & Haynes, New #4, 
Lincoln’s 


Mercatrz, Jony, Ripon, Yorks Jan 20 Wise & Son, Ripon 
Rigsr, Joun Cecit Heacnen, Clifford st, St. James’ Feb 10 Broadbridge, Quality e, 


Roppa, Rronarp Cuantes Tozes, Wonford, ur Euster Jan 22 J & 8 P Pop, 


Romer, Hanwau, Clapham park Jan 6 Romer, Bucklersbury 
Samwetis, Wiii14m, Harpenden, Herts Jan? Tuckey, Harpenden 
Szxvyx, Louis, Sinclair rd, West Kensington Jan 20 Barton & Pearman, Norfolk st, 


Bzssinc, Samvuet, Brussels Jan10 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing in 

Youna, Jutta Anwerre, Brighton Dec 81 Rackham & Sayer, Norwich ‘ 
Brzncen, Reusen, Stretford, Lancs,Merchant Jan 31 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchest! 
Srirriz, Ex1za, Steeple Aston, Oxford Jan 14 Stockton & Sons, Banbury 

Sr1urson, AnruuR, Herne Hill, Butcher Jan15 Freeman, 

Tomurnson, Josern, sen, Sheffield Jan 81 Rodgers & Oo, Sheffield 

‘Waxp, Horarto, Canterbury, Hotel Proprietor Jan 31 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 
Wartrentos, Erren Anns, Ashton on Ribble Jan 31 Fort, Stockport 

Wuewrpars, Hewry, Brighton Jan 81 Hunter & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln's inn 
Wit.1am, Tuomas Anruus, Tredegar, Mon, Painter Feb1 Shepard, 

Witiiamson, Bevsen Hewzy, Croydon Jan 28 Sheffield & Oo, St Swithin’s in 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Des. 17, 








Azruvr Wit114m, Anick, nr Hexham Jan 81 Clayton & Gibson, Newoastle upon Tyné 
Beoxett, Taouss, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Jan&i Tarr & Sons, Bristol 
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poouam, James, Thorganby, Lines, Farmer Feb 15 cote = Hr ame London Gazette —Tounspar, Dec. 20. 
, James, Blackburn, Draper Dec 30 Ferguson, Blackburn Apausoy, Rosset, Burnby, Yorks, Farmer Feb1 Robson, Pocklington 
jaoapiz7, Jos Eoxnton, Lyminge, Kent, Farmer Feb1 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury | axsizn, Jonx, Wath upon Dearne, Draper Jan 90 Isle, York 
(ure, S4n4H, Kingston upon Hull Jan ii Thompson & Co, Hull Breonort, Wii114m, Kingston upon Hull, Corn Merchant Jan 24 Worthington, Hull 
ae? Sen, Dates Gane Sages Sane ee eee Biaxeey, Jawzs, Gouth Benfleet, Hesex, Wheelwright Jan 81 Wood & Co, Southend 


es ee emer Lane Jun 10, Colliery Manager Jan 10 Jackson, Wigan Siamem, Haney Bastaseen, Mt Zemeniven Gen Jan 81 Smiles & Co, Bedford row 
Piece, JosePx, Button Coldfield, Warwick Jan $1 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham coe et Se See _— 5 F 
Cator, Lovrss, Haywards Heath Jan25 Guscotte & Fowler, York bldgs, Adelphi 


Furxcx, Gronce, Exeter, Tailor Jan 30 Brown, Exeter 
Gosxay, Many Axx, Wakefield, Pawnbroker Feb 20 Harrison & Co, Wakefield Cozzns, Margaret, Yaysyplwm,Glam Jan38i Eaton-Evans & Williams, Haverfordwest 
CresweLL, WitL1am, Marlow, Bucks, Farmer Jan 34 Cripps, Marlow 


Goma, Tuomas, Wakefield, Outfitter Feb 20 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 
Qurxpett, Joux Roszst, Skefiling, Yorks, Farmer Jan1l4 Watson & Oo, Hull Dixon, Tuomas, Prittlewell, Essex Jan 81 Weod & Co, Southend on Sea 
@oasay, Joux, Gloucester, Builder Jan 20 Bretherton & Boughton, Gloucester Epwanvs, Many Axx, Upper Tollington pk, Islington Jan18 Redpath & Oo, Bush In 


Bata, Ny il mer nl Jaues, KCB, Bolton gdns, South Kensington Jan 22 | Ex.iorr, Jonx Henney, Putney, General Dealer Jan25 Child & Child, Sloane st 
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Ewer, Exizasetu, Hoxton st Feb1 Stone, Billiter sq bldgs 
Bsidneares, Epwix, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Chemical Apperstus Manu- Faremax, Rev Ber, Puss ae Wassams, Affpuddle, Dorset Jan 20 Rooper & 
. ‘8 
Gauez, Extiot Jonn Norman, Walton on Thames Jan3i Williams, Leicester 


Hevstow, Exizanera Extex, Deal Jan 2% Wadeson & Mallesm, Devonshire sq, 


Jongs, Buizaseru, Dkley, Yorks Dec3i Scott & Holmes, Bradford 

Ke.ty, 8anan Donorgza, Plymouth Jan28 T & H Wolferstan, Plymouth 

Lams, Tuomas Stoprorta, Chartered Accountant Jan 15 Locke, Liverpool 
Mancuant, Rosert, York Feb17 Dent & Scruton, York 

Nicuo.as, Frorence Fixonam, Flint Janié6 Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 

Nicnors x, Witi1am, Wakefield, Publisher Mar1 Edmondson, Wakefi-ld 
Nicoisox, Maria Ann, Ipswich Jan 31 Greenfield & Cracknall, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Oxmenop, Tuomas, Clitheroe, Lancs, Hay Dealer Jan 31 Robinson & Sons, Ulitheroe 
Paitwies, Eowarp Reve.t, Streatham Jan 20 Westbury & Co, Old Broad st 

Buopzs, Witt14m Frepesicx, Oldham, Comm'ssion Agent Jan 31 Halliwell, Oldham 
Rosinson, Frepexick Datcarno, Richmond Jan28 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 
Rostysox, Hanxan, Leeds Feb1 Crombie & Sons, York 

Sarpeson, Lewis, Bourne, Lincs, Baker Jani4 Bell &Co, Bourne 

Szacer, Witi1am, Lewisham Jan19 Newton & Co, Lewisham 

Sziuan, 8a8an, Godstone, Surrey Jan81 Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Suaw, Emma Sanu, Streatham Hill Febi Shaw, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Simpson, Wituiam, Bradford Feb7 Wilson & Stanfield, Bradford 

Surra, Exvizanetu, Soham, Cambridge Jani1 Bye & Eanion, Soham 

Suita, Hucexz Ciementi, Egham, nr Staines Feb1 Brett, Egham 

Smite, Stpwzy Ong, Slough Febi0 Smith, Ealing 

Tixwine, Wiit14M, Hugili, Westmorland Jan28 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Turner, Hannan, Oldham Deoc30 Richaris & Hurst, Manchester 

Wuutey, Exiza, Liverpool Jani7 Layton & Co, Liverpool 

Wioxuam, Saran, Mayfield Jan17 Sprott & Sons, Mayfield, Sussex 

Witxos, Witu14m Gores, Woodberry grove, Green Lancs Jan 31 Howard & Shelton, 


factarer Jan 81 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester 
Hussizs, Toouas Jonzs, Oxford st, Draper Jan 27 Walters, Carmarthen 
Husnsox, Eorrs, New Burlington st, Regent st Jan 27 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington 


Baron, Hawean Exvizaseru, Duver Jan 22 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

HuuwrweL., Temezst, Lowell, USA, Overlooker Feb1 Farrar, Halifax 

Bmscu, Berwnanp Onanrzs, South Hampstead Feb1 Halse & Co, Cheapside 
Borewai., Jamus, HanpviEy, Mansfield, Notts, Brewer Jan13 Bryan, Mansfield 
Hocus, Exuex, York Jani9 W & K ET Wilkinson, York 

Jones, 8anan, Rhyl, Flint Feb 1 Jones & Davies, Blaenau Festiniog 

Keur, Jauzs, Manchester, Cotton Manchester Jan 81 Heywood & Co, Manchester 
McConmacx, Epwarp, Lancaster, Pawnbroker Feb 1 Pennington & Higson, Liverpool 
Naz, Gzoncs Burr, Whatlington, Sussex Jan 25 Larken & Co, Newark on Trent 
Perri, Anz, Heavitree, np Exeter Feb 21 Buckingham & Co, Exeter 
Raruznt, Many, Beckenham Jani4 Needham & Co, New inn 

Suw, Morton, Rougham, Suffolk Jan 15 Partridge & Wilson, Bury 8t Edmunds 
Smctarr, Rosset, Dunoon, Scotland Jan 80 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 

Gxnizn, Witt14m, Hastings, Architect Feb15 Gaby, Hastings 

firezt, Rev Jonny, Odell Rectory, Beds Jan1 Jessop & Son, Bedford 

frowgsTREET, FetHERstoy, Torquay Jan14 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 
Suanipez, James, Camberwell Jan 28 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 

Tsusy, CoaRLEs, Manchester Jan 81 Boote & Co, Manchester 

Vorcn, UnaRLEs, Usk, Mon Jan25 Gustad & Waddington, Usk 
Wacstarre, Josrrx, Denton, Lancs Jan18 Richards & Hurst, Denton, nr Manchester 
Watxer, AnTour Hexsom, Altrincham, Chester Jan 25 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 
Warzineton, Francis Witu1am, Congleton, Docter Jan 23 Sheldon & Co, Congleton 
Warsow, Sanau, Boldre, Hants Jan19 Oook & Jefferis, Cardiff 

Warrraken, Tuomas Powe, Chester, Quarry Owner March 81 Mote & Son, Queen st 
Wuxi Jane, Ealing Feb1 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

Youn, Gzoraz Auaustus, Catford Jan18 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 














BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Turspay, Dec, 17. 


Gorpon, Ropzrtr CHARLEs, Durham, Commercia! 
Traveller Stockton on Teor Pot Deo 1a” Ord Dec 14 


Wiswey, Faspsnick Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Painter 
ag Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Woop, W _—e Insurance Agent Bolton 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Tvaven, Rosegt, nr Bury, Lancs Bolton Adjud 
Jan 28,1896 Annul Dec 11, 1901 
TaicxeTt, Hersert Hewry, Rochdale, Butcher Rochdale 
Adjud Aug 17, 1901 Annul Dec 18, 1901 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, Dec. 20, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Kuiaat, J Ee Baeffiele, 
Aus, Joux Eowanp, Leods, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet|  Deci8 Ord Des 18 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


a Witiram Work, 


isn, MaLooLm, 
Water Witu1am, Huddersfield, Pet Oot 26 Ord Dec 18 
Brngy, Faxp pad RS ane, Licensed Victualler 
Y, ERIOK ERT, acre, Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 
High Ceurt Pet Dec Ord Deo 17 
Agruun Hazo.p, Southport, Coal Merchant 
Manchester Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 16 
Traveller Leeds Pet 
Mrrron, FrepeRi 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 





Pet Dec 18 Ord Deo 
Porter, Wit.1am, Oswald 
bura Pet Dec 16 
Rensgaw, Lewes 
Maker 


7 
and Joun 1 Bolton, 
ton Pot Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Painter Port- 


17 
‘orks Middiesborough Pet D.c 





Greeznine, Wiit1am Keppy, Bridlingtoa. Yorks, 
Dealer Scarborough Pot Deo 17 Ord Dec 17 
Hai, James Lamezrt, Heaton Moor, ar 
roprietor Pet Des ié Ord Dec 16 
Hexsert, Beyey, Paioter Court 
Dee 17 aye —_ a 
'YNDMAN, FREDERIO court, ’ 
ot agent er Bg Bet | nangany Waste’ ince, Nan 


Maxwa1, Joux, Forest — Eesex, Draper High Court eer ie Jouy, 
Means, Gzorcz Owsn, Buighton Ihton Pet Aug 22 
Ord Deo 17 = _ 


K, Colme, Lancs, Auctioneer Buraley 


The Beltons, 
Ord Dec 18 
-% Staffs, Haulier Stourbridge 
Payng, Watrsr £ and Henny Bares, Foleshill, 


Coventry, ineer 
Peace, Groton, Wintian, Harbury, 


oman, Pet Nov 7 Ord Deo 18 


Pet Deo 18 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 17 
Horrocks, Joux, Sale, Cheshire anhaiee Ord Deo 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ames, Joux mz Rowan, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Dec 30 at 


Manchester, 
Pet Dee 1¢ 16 Ord Dec 16 
Cheshire, 


ao ‘Of Ree, 19, John William st, reo 


Lipstzr, Bicuarp, New death Durham, Builder | Barss, Epwarp, Greenheys, Manchester Dec 3lat8 Off 
Durham Dec16 Ord Deo 16 Rec, Byrom st, 
st, Merchant High Court Bou.ann, Wo.res, West 


Tailor Dec 23 Off 
Rec, 25, John st, Sunder 


a Dec 80 at 12 


House 
usy st, 
Evcar, Joszru Hzwny, avd ai yt i 
Saddlers D:c 80 at 3.90 68 Bee tn Becher 
jing Moor, Y: 
qcmtates Jas te 
Deo 28 at 12 


Leicester Pet Deo 
South Kensington High 


orwich 
ics, cs, Builder Jan 8 at 2.80 Bank- 
Fishmonger Dec 81 at 19.3) 
et, Derby 
Ter, Walworth Dec3i at 11 Bankruptcy 
Goswell rd, Spectacle Case —— Of Ten ik Cheer a Gate Jan 2 at 


Pet Nov 6.’ Ord Dec 2 
Warwick Warwick 


Lancs, Grinder Black- 
Sin tees 


st, Gt 
eet eee en Radnor, Ina Innkeeper Jan 


CL, Jan 3at28) Of 
Outfitter Janlati2 135, 

Town Carter Jani at 11 

~y —1 lees Jan 3 at 12 


paar. ‘Nopmata on Tyne ee 





es 
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Faves, § a bag ay rnin Dover, Butchers’ Sotctont Deco 
Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbo' 

nt thea Wiriiam, Fete Garpestrr Dec 30 

Root’ = Temple chm av . 
mrs, AARON WARD, wansea, Confectioner 
Jan lat12 Off Rec, 31, Smeenen st, Coenen 

Sxazorne, Gzorce, Gicm, Colliery Proprietor 
Dec 81 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfll 

Sutruizs, Davin, terhebble,—nr Halifax, Woollen 

Manufacturer Dec 31 at 8 Off Rec, Townhall chmb bre, 


Tnomsox, Jonn Srvart, oe, Aéeated Water 
Manufacturer Dec 30 at 8 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 


Winrtsnop, Sexnovuse Marrinpatez, Brampton, }Cumber- 
land, Innkeeper Dec 30 at 3.80 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 


Carl 
Woon, Witt14m, Whitefield, Lancs, Insurance Agent Dec 
80 at 8. Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ames, Joun aes Leste, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
Dec1é Ord Dec} 





Ayixzs, Bryzst 
Dorchester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 
BaBkE 
ad Pet Dec1é Ord Dec lé6 

Bartierr, Witte, Landport, Hants, 
Portamouth Pet Dec 9 6 


Coal Merchant 


Brown, Witt1am Henry, Sheerness, Saddler Rochester 


Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 16 
Bucxiz, Anruur, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Leeds 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


Seem, Masta. Sandown, I of W, Lodging house Keeper 


Newport Pet Dec16 Ord Dee 1 

Ouarxs, AtrreD Harry, Bouthend on Sea, 
Chelmsford Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Cooper, —_ Stroud Green rd. Finsbury Pky Wine 

a EE Ce 

RIPER, JOHN VoLNey, Upper igsion t 
Wandsworth Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Yetrad Rhondda, i Beer Dealer 

Pet Des 17 Ord Dec 1 

Downine, Gzorce Canker, Richmond "Wandsworth Pet 
Nov19 Ord Dec 16 

Epear, Josxpx Hewry, and Joun <1 Bolton, 
Saddlers Bolten Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 

Epwarps, Epware, Harlech, —, Painter Port- 
madoe Pet Decl7 Ord Dec 

am, cae, Redcar Middlesbrough Pet Des 18 Ord 


Fawsrer. 
De 


Davizs, Jouy, 
Pontypriad 


Witttam Loxewoop, Dewsbury, Chemist 
Pet Deo't7 Ord Dec 17 


Fuaniss, ee Walworth High Court Pet Dec 16 


Des 
Gaunt, oe ‘seve, aa, Cattle Dealer Peterborough 
Pet Nov 20 Oral 
Gissox, Hewry ag a Hants, Farmer 
Southampton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 





aR Wamout, Coal Merchant | 
Watrer Wiiiiam, Huddersfie a, Boot Repairer | 
dersfie] 


Grocer | 


All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the. writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Pubiisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, 
age, 52s; WEEKLY REPORTER, in § 
268. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ Jo 
26s. ; by aes 28s Volwmes bo 
office—cloth, 28, 9d., half law calf, § 











MERRY WEATHER 
tonoon 


enar wus? Heel 
New Year's Presents is 





——— 


The Best Present to make. 











FOR 


= 


ae 


ems MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE FIRE APPARATI 
INDOOR PROTECTION. 
«« London Brigade’”’ Hand Fire Pump. 





«« Chute ’’ Fire Sones. 








Complete with Hose and Jet, in handsome im, pee 
and delivered Free in United Kingdom ... 


( With which one ee can attack a fire unaided, and by which three-fourths ae 
he fires in London are put out every year. 


For escape from Upper Windows, made to fit ricaed window 
frame; can be kept under dressing-table .. 


Write for Pamphlets, post-free. 


| MERRYWEATHERS?,° 63, Long Acre, W.C., LONDON 


£5 


.. from 


£5 7 











Gorpow, Ropert Cures, Stockton “ae C ial 
Traveller Stockt:n on Tees Pet Declé Ord Dec 14 
Witu1am Keppy, Bridiogton, 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Baur, James Lameert, Heaton Moor, nr Manche‘ter, 
Grain Im Manchester Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 14 


GreeExine, Stationer 
Scarbo: 


Wars, ee 2 Tuomas, Chiswick Brentford Pet Nov 14 | 
ec 1 
Bangrizx, Wituam Work, Birkenhead. Joustey Pro- | 


prietor Birkenhead Pet Dec16 Ord Dec! 
Hewnpaixs, Herman, Broad st 
Pet 80 Ord Dec 16 


ay, 


Henserr, 
7 Ord Dec i7 
Krnastox, Jonas, Orpington, Kent, Fruit Grower Croydon 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 12 
Rapes, Jouy Hitt, Seen, Sign Writer Sheffield Pet 


18 
Lega, ; Sanvrrs Manchester, Boot Dealer falford Pet Dec 
Lipster, Ricnarp, New oe. Durham, Bui'der Dur- 
ham PetDecl6é Ord Dec 
Mexzcer, Epwanp, Maidstone, "eiee Carter Maidstone 
Pet Deci14 Ord Dec 14 
Mirroy, FPreprzick, Colne, Lancs, Auctioneer Burnley 
naga be Ord ante td 
UNTON, JOHN, Leicester, Greengrocer este Pet 
Deci7 Ord Decl? — — 


Patmenr, Lae ag Kinver, Staffe,'Haulier Stourbridge 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Pracz, Gzorce Wit1iam, Harbury, Warwick Warwick 
Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Grinder 
Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
ion Epwagp, an, So pstead, Oilman High Court 
ov 2 Dec 
wR ., Tino. Deois” Ord Deo + Derby, Butcher 
Dec 
Broxtis, hutiiay Bexton High Sourt Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Swann, Henny, Syston, Leicester, Painter Leicester Pet 
Dec1é Ord Dec 16 
Townsenp, Gronce, emma Carman HighCourt Pet 
gem a wea Leicester, Build Lei 
HOMAS (ARLES, 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 : rg een 
Witu1aMs, Jonny, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dec 18 
Wisuix, W D, Balham, Butcher Wandsworth Pet Nov 
W: = nay oe a E Wol 
INNEY DERIOK Bpwarp, Wolverhampton, Painter 
‘Wolverhampton Pet Dec 17 ™ 


W Ww Whitefield, Ins = ye 4 t Bol 
‘OOD, TLLIAM, juraAnce t) to 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Deci6— is . 


ADECREOAED e ARSULLED AND RECEIVING 
ER RESCINDED. 

Harcreaves, PS eae Tuomas, estiement bith , Hamp- 

stead Heath .High Court Reo Or ang 2, 1901 

Adjud Sept 21,1901 Resc and Annul Dec 19, 190 


Porter, Wiutu1aM, 
saat Pet 





Merchant High Court | 
ENRY, Chiswick, Painter High Court Pet Dec | 





HEATING STOVES. 


CLARK’s PATENT HYGIENIC 
—ipegm *§SYPHON’ STOVES 


NO FLUE REQUIRED, 
NO SMOKE, NO SMELL. 
NO DIRT OR TROUBLE. 


An Ideal Stove for Offices, 
Studies, Entrance Halls, Bed- 
rooms, Conservatories, &c. 


—:0:-—_ 
To be obtained of all I 


om and Gas Companies. or of 
tentees, 8. ARK & Co, 
, Syphon Works, Park- street, 
7 Islington, London, N. 


FLLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTeb, 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PartiamentTary Bitts, Minutes or Evipenos, Booxs oF 
RerERENCcE, STATEMENTS OF CLamm, Answers, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE eee | JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E. C. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
SV] Baker-street Station.—_PORTRAIT MODEL of SIR 
ALFRED MILNER, h Commissioner of South Africa ; 
PRESIDENT KRUGER; LORD SALISBURY; the 
Right Hon. Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


8 
Mrd og. DARLING, Captain of the Australian Team of 
GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT HINTON and his ORIGINAL PIANO 
Music, Orchestral Performances. Organ Recitals. 


Quartette. 
under 12, 6d, Extra Rooms, 6d. 





























SUN 





SHORTHAND AND 1 TYPEWR 


|TREADWELL & WRIGH 


I, of 8.W., N.U.T., 


| 33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND W8E 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTaBLISHED 1845, 
The Shorthand Writers appointed by the Court in P 
and Private Examinations under the 
Se Acta. 
| Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Rep 
| All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Type Copy 
Competent Clerks for Emergencies and Arrears, — 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the pr 
Country orders returned same day if requinel, | 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL ciysvrance compl 
toarep.. FIRE, 
Established 1803, 
1, Old Broad E.C., 22, Pall 8.W., 
pone og teeta ay nl 
7 up, 
Total Funds o oe £1.500,000" ; 
£. COZENS. SMITH, General ™) 





PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHENIX FIRE OFFIC ! 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





INSURANCE QO 
Founded 1710. 


LAW COURTS BBE 
40, CHANCERY L 
4. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





Sum Insured in 1900 Exceeded £450,006 
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pie oor 
ST ROSE PRS 
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runing 58 








